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WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 13, 1961, 10:00 O'CLOCK, A.M, 
---000--- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Will the Committee please be in order. 
Can you people in the back of the room hear? If you can't I'll ask 
you to move up a little closer. 

This is a hearing of the Senate Fact Finding Committee on 
Natural Resources. I have prepared a statement which I would like to 
read into the record at this time before introducing the members of 
the Committee. 

This is the third in a series of three hearings of the 
Senate Fact Finding Committee on Natural Resources held to consider 
the need for, and suggested implementation of the proposed bond issue 
for the acquisition and development of beach, park, recreation and 
historic sites. 

The first hearing was held in Sacramento on November 29 to 
receive the program presentations and suggestions of state agencies. 
The hearing in Los Angeles and the one today are for the benefit of 
individuals, organizations and other levels of government to make 


their wishes known on this subject, however, realizing also that all 


of you in the audience should become aware of the policies of the 


responsible state agencies so that you can appraise those policies, 
the committee has asked that certain of them summarize their initial 
presentations. 

To date, almost everyone appearing before this committee 
have attested to the need for more recreational opportunity. How 


best to allocate available funds and the proceeds of a bond issue 





to meet these needs has not received the same general agreement. It 
will be this committee's objective to recommend an equitable program 
to the Legislature based upon all testimony presented. 

You will note that the agenda has been prepared to reflect 
a time schedule so that all those expressing a desire to testify 
may be assured the opportunity to do so. If there are others in 
the audience who wish to make a presentation, please so note on the 
registration slips and hand them to the Sergeant at Arms. Every 
effort will be made to receive your comments. 

This hearing is being recorded. Those having written 
statements are requested to hand a copy to the recorder and addi- 
tional copies to the Sergeant at Arms for distribution to the com- 
mittee as available. 

Introducing the Committee, on my far left is Senator 
Cameron from Clipper Gap, who is the author of the legislation which 
we are taking testimony on today. 

Next is Senator Stanley Arnold from Susanville. 

On my immediate left is Mr. Ford, the Executive Secretary. 

On my immed&te right is Senator Aaron Quick of El Centro. 

Next is Senator Virgil O'Sullivan of Williams, California. 

I am Howard Williams from Porterville. 

Mr. Kenealy is the Sergeant at Arms. You will see him in 
the far back of the room and our official reporteris right here. 

Those of you who wish to testify, as your names are called, 


please come forward and be seated at the table in front. Speak into 


the microphone. If any of you who have not been placed on the agenda, 





I hope not too many, will ask to be put on in the morning. It's hard 
to get everybody in the morning. 

Now, I am going to call on Senator Cameron who is the 
author of this legislation which we are taking testimony on for any 
remarks he cares to make. Senator? 

SENATOR CAMERON: Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen of the Committee. 
In Sacramento I made an extensive opening remark. In Los Angeles, 
a briefer one. And today, I intend to make only a 30-second presenta- 


tion. I have heard myself enough. 


The bill was introduced originally with the idea it would 


go to interim committee for future study. The bill is skeleton. It's 


not final. It was introduced to call attention to an urgent and 
imperative problem in the State of California, and I, along with other 
members of the Committee, are here today to hear suggestions from 
members of the public and other governmental agencies. 

That so concludeth my remarks. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right, thank you very much, Senator. 
We appreciate having your remarks for the record. 

Vice Chairman of the Committee, Senator Charles Brown from 
Shoshone is coming right down the aisle here and will join the 
committee in just a moment. Good morning, Senator. 

SENATOR BROWN: Good morning. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, I'd like to call on Mr. Harold L. 
Zellerbach, a member of the State Park Commission. 

Would you be seated, Mr. Zellerbach? Give your name and 
your official position for the record and proceed with your state- 


ment. 





“ORES ET SINT ROR ERI a 


HAROLD L. ZELLER BACH 


MR. ZELLERBACH: My name is Harold L. Zellerbach. I ama 
Member of the State Parks Commission. I am appearing before you 
gentlemen in my official capacity as a member of the State Park Com- 
mission and endorse this entire program 100 percent. 

Senator Cameron spoke the identical words I would like to 
have spoken when he says there is a great need, and I concur in that 
and I think that all the statements that I have read by the staff of 


the State Park Commission, I agree with them 100 percent. 


I think this is an urgency that I am sure that if this 


bond issue is put on the ballot that will receive very favorable 
consideration from the public. 

I just happen to be the Chairman of the Fort Funston bond 
issue committee and I am very happy to say that we had a successful 
campaign and your bond issue passed here in the city by over two- 
third majority. I think it was around 75 percent of the public. 
When you get that vote on a bond issue of this kind I think that this 
shows the temper of what the public wants and what they need, and 
I do hope that in your wisdom that your committee will approve of 
placing this on the ballot next November. 

I should be very happy to help in any way I can to see 
that it's put over. Thank you very much. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mr. Zellerbach. We appre- 





ciate having you here and having your testimony. 
Let me ask if there are any questions by members of the 
Committee of Mr. Zellerbach? 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I have a couple of questions. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator O'Sullivan. 
BY SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: 
Q Mr. Zellerbach, do you think the bond issue ought to contain 
a policy statement as to how the money should be spent? 
A Well, when you say "how the money should be spent" I think you 
can only say that it should be spent in certain areas because as I 
was just talking a moment ago to our Chief DeTurk in which he said 


we had some areas that we put on the list but have already been 


sold to private owners and, again, this brings back the question if 


you go into any condemnation proceedings, then you always have the 
question as to how much it is going to cost you in order to get these 
lands, so it appears to me that I think you should have some latitude. 
You should leave some latitude to the State Park Commission and the 
staff as to just what the priority should be. 
I don't think they should be fixed firmly. 

Q Well, you believe, then , that it should have some statement 
as to where it should be spent? 

A That's right. 

Q Do you think it ought to have a statement as to how it should 
be spent? I mean by that whether on acquisition or on development? 

A Well, I think you ought to have both because of the mere 


fact that you might acquire the land; we have quite a few state 





parks lying fallow because we haven't the money to put them into use, 
and I think without one you don't, I am thinking the mere fact of 
just acquiring the land, I don't think that is sufficient. I think 
you ought to have money to also put them into use because you can't, 
of course, do this all in one year even if the bond issue is passed. 
It might be quite a few years before you can develop them all. 

Q Independent of the matter of time, do you think there ought 
to be a percentage figure as to where it should be spent and do you 
have any ideas of what percentage ought to be spent where? 

A Well, no. I'm not intimately enough acquainted with that. I 
think you have got to assess this whole thing as to where the public 
is going to get the greatest good. In other words, we know from our 


experience -- 


Q (Interposing) Well now, that's the question I'm trying to 


get at. Who should assess it and when should it be assessed? 

A Well, we know from our experience that public beaches get 
more people than they do in these, in our camps, so it's like any- 
thing else. In other words, I think the money should be spent where 
it will do the greatest good for the most number of people. 

Q Well, do you think the bond issue ought to contain any pro- 
visions limiting the amount of money to be spent in certain geo- 
graphical areas of the State or not? 

A Well, when you start limiting, again, this is a question of 
the movement of population. If you limit it'’to north and south or 
the mountain countries, the sea shore, I think again you put obstacles 


in the way of the Park Commission's judgment as to which comes first. 





Q Well, do you think that the Commission ought to be empowered 
in the bond issue to spend the money where they think is best? 

A I think that would be the preferable thing. 

Q Geographically, the Commission you think ought to be empowered 
in the bond issue to spend the money or decide where the money is to 
be spent geographically in the State, is that your position? 

A I think yes. I think, after all, you have seven men on the 
Commission from all parts of the State and all of them are well paid, 
so you know that they are there for the public's good, if not for 
their own interest, I'm sure. 

Q I think it is clear, then, you think it ought to be in the 


bond issue; that in the bond issue the people ought to delegate to 


the Commission the power to decide geographically where the money 


ought to be spent? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q Now, do you think the bond issue ought to contain a provision 
delegating to the Commission the power to decide how the money is to 
be spent as to purpose? 

A You mean as to purpose for...I don't just quite understand 
that question as to purpose. It's for the state parks and recreation. 

Q Yes, but the types of state parks and recreation. Whether 
they should be beaches or forest parks or historical monuments? 

A I think that all goes -- 

Q (Interposing) Golf courses? 

A I think that all goes with the judgment of the Commissim and 


what they feel should be of the best interests of the people of the 





Well, do you think the Commission ought to have that power? 

I do. 

Delegated to it in the bond issue? 

I do. 

I just want to get your views. 

I understand. 

When you get a lot of money somebody has to decide how to 
spend it and I just wanted to get your impressions and thoughts as to 
who ought to decide. 

A Well, you know, to me this is just like a board of directors 
of a corporation. They are the final ones that say where your money 


is going to be spent and I think you have to look at the State Park 


Commission somewhat just like that; that they are a board of directors 


for the spending of the funds put in their trust. After all, this is 
&@ position of trust, and I'm sure those that are on the Commission, 
whether I am on or somebody else in the future, which certainly will 
be, I think it is a matter of ethics. These men are dedicated or 
else maybe you ought to get rid of the Commission. 
QQ Well now, you think that is preferable to having the Legis- 
lature decide where and how the money is to be spent? 
A I think so. 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 
SENATOR BROWN: I have a question. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Brown. 





BY SENATOR BROWN: 

Q The other agencies in the State that have a lot to do with 
recreation, do you think they should be helped with a bond issue as 
well as the Divisim of Beaches and Parks? 

A I didn't hear that. 

Q I say there are other agencies. 

A Yes. 

Q In the State that have a lot to do with recreation besides 
the Division of Beaches and Parks. Do you think some of the bond 
money should be allocated under the proper authority to these other 
agencies? 


A Well, of course, I would be derelict in my duty as a state 


park commissioner to divide anything with anybody except the State 


Park Commission. 

SENATOR BROWN: You're not selfish at all. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions of Mr. Zellerbach? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much. We appreciate 
having you here, Mr. Zellerbach. Thank you for your valuable testi- 
mony. 

MR. ZELLERBACH: Glad to be with you. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: The next person I want to call is Mr. 
Charles DeTurk, the Director of the Department of Parks and Recrea- 


tion. 





CHARLES DeTURK 


MR. DE TURK: My name is Charles DeTurk, the Director of the 
Department of Parks and Recreation for the State of California. 

I will apologize if I seem to repeat myself. It is unfor- 
tunate that you have to listen to me each time, and I have tried to 
make it somewhat different from the way you heard it in Los Angeles. 

I would like to make public through you the details of our 
program insofar as it affects this part of California. Our full pro- 
gram is for 163 million dollars, of which 85 million 377 thousand 
dollars is to be spent in northern California, defining Northern 
California as extending from Kern and San Luis Obispo Counties north 


to Oregon. This is the real vacationland of the State of California. 


As I pointed out to you in your Los Angeles hearing, it is 


to these areas of splendor that hundreds of thousands of people come 
annually. Some of our northern parks have as high as 70 percent of 
their occupancy by Southern Californians. All of them attract visi- 
tors from outside of California with about four minor exceptions 
which are used only by Californians. I cite this attendance because 
it indicates the economic value of our parks to the counties of the 
north. Some of these counties are now, or will in the future, look 
to the tourist as their main industry. In fact, some of them will 
look to them as their only industry. We propose these amounts of 
money in this northern California area. In the Bay Area and Central 
Coast portion, 40,137,000 dollars. In the Valley, the River and 

the Reservoir areas, 10,160,000 dollars. In the Sierra, Siskiyou 





and Cascade mountain areas, 21,060,000 dollars and on the North Coast 
14,020,000 dollars, This is the total of 85,377,000 dollars. It 
will enable the constructim of 7,000 campsites and a proportionate 
number of picnic areas, boat launching ramps, swimming beaches and 
lakes, and the other score of developments which our parks provide 

so that the recreational well-being of Californians and our out-of- 
state visitors is assured. The Committee has expressed concern 
about the loss of ad valorem taxes and I would ask again that you 

do not lose sight of the fact that a county which might lose x number 
of dollars in ad valorem taxes to park property will more than make 
it up from x number of dollars invested in new motels, restaurants, 


homes for workers manning these commercial developments through 


increased sales taxes and through increased gasoline tax returns. 


Let me cite again, and particularly for the benefit of the people 
attending the hearing, the quotation from the Cambrian, a newspaper 
published in Cambria where it is close to the Hearst Castle and to 
see what this newspaper, which is a local newspaper, thinks about the 
situation there. This is from the paper. 

"Perhaps the easiest gauge is that of the economy of our 
town, which has gone through periods of ups and downs geared to 
dairying, diversified farming, mining, commercial fishing, and real 
estate promotion. When the bottom fell out from under all of these 
during and after World War II, the community turned naturally to the 
ascending industry of recreation. Hearst's Castle as a state monu- 
ment, has solidified its position as a prime recreation area of the 


State, 





"For those not disinterested in statistics the Castle 
has meant an increase from 9 to 19 motels with from 143 to 389 
units; there has been a loss of 12 businesses during the period, 
put also the establishment of 42 new businesses, for a net gain of 
30 that have created many times that number of new jobs, payrolls, 
goods and services, and added to the tax base of the community. 
The community lost four buildings in the period, but gained 22 new 
commercial buildings (counting motel complexes as only one each). 
We have gained the services of a dentist, and a strengthening of 
the school plants and teaching staffs, the churches, library, bank, 
highway, post office and art colony -- all predicated on the base 


of the ever-increasing popularity of the Hearst San Simeon monument." 


I believe you have the detail figures so I'll give you 


the basic totals of our general program in this North Coast area. 

In the Bay Area and the Central Coast portion of California 
our projects, new projects, nine of them, total 28,000 acres at an 
estimated cost of 10,800,000 dollars. With the basic development 
of a thousand campsites including attendant picnicking, access, 
parking, sanitary facilities, drinking water, and other day use 
facilities at a total cost of 33 million dollars. In our existing 
parks in the Central Coast area we would like to add about 8,000 
acres at a cost of 10 million dollars, and a development of 1800 
additional campsites and the attendant day-use facilities at a cost 
of 15 million dollars. 

In the Valley and River area, which include Amador, Contra 


Costa, Tehama, and Sacramento Counties, we would like to create 





five new state park units consisting of 4400 acres at a cost of 
4,300,000 dollars, including all day-use facilities and 800 camping 
units at a cost of 3,300,000 dollars. 

In our existing parks in this portion of California which 
are Fresno, Madera, El Dorado, Sacramento, Placer, and Contra Costa 
Counties, we would add 5,000 acres at a cost of 4,700,000 dollars, 
1200 campsites, plus certain amounts of historical restoration at 
a cost of 5,400,000 dollars. 

The Sierra, Siskiyou and Cascade area would include five 
new state park units. In Placer, Mariposa, Siskiyou, Nevada, and 
Mono Counties consisting of a total of 21,000 acres and costing 


7,700,000 dollars, and including as well restoration and day use, 


550 campsites, with a total development cost of 1,950,000. 


In our existing parks in the same region, Tuolumne, Cala- 
veras Counties, Shasta, El Dorado, Nevada and Placer, Alpine, 
Plumas, we would add 3,000 acres at a cost of 34 million dollars; 
restoration and development at a cost of 7,800,000 dollars and adding 
1,650 campsites to the total existing parks. 

On the North Coast area we would add land only in the 
Bull Creek completion for the protectim of the Rockerfeller forests 
at an estimated cost, total estimated cost of about 5 million dollars 
and we would add development on the watershed protection in the Bull 
Creek unit. That is considered as a new project. 

In our existing parks, which would cover Mendocino, Humboldt, 
Del North Counties we would add 4,500 acres in this total complex at 


@ total cost of 3,795,000 dollars and develop 750 new campsites in 
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this area with attendant day use and off-highway parking and picnick- 
ing facilities for a total cost of 3,425,000 dollars. 

We feel that this is a well-balanced program. For instance, 
we have had certain amounts of criticism in Del Norte County for the 
amount of land which we now own and the rather meager development 
that we have been able to put into those two major state parks in 
Del Norte County. Our new program calls for adding only 3,000 acres, 
which is adding a certain area in Jedediah Smith Park for the develop- 
ment of the camping facilities and a 400,000-dollar development pro- 
gram in Del Norte Coast Redwood State Park which currently has no 
development in it at all and we feel in this case we are basically 


on a needed development program in Del Norte County and a very 


limited land acquisition program so we have tried to look at this in 


a balanced measure, 

Now, as I have discussed with you gentlemen previously, 

I have not felt it incumbent upon me to say to you that any certain 
amount of money should be included in a bond issue or whether that 
money should be earmarked sufficiently for acquisition; specifically 
for development, or whether it should be specifically separated with 
certain percentages in certain directions. 

What I have tried to present to you in these three hearings 
is the total program that we feel is necessary in the State 6f 
California to keep us up with the growing population, not ahead of 
it. 

To meet the minimum requirements as set out in the State 


recreation plan, developed through your direction and through money 
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which you provided, taking advantage of all that information to come 
up with what looks like a limited program of acquisition to meet the 
minimum needs by 1980. 

It is your decision and I realize that and I would not want 
to infringe on your authority in this field to decide what portions 
of this, if this kind of a program suits you to start with, totaling 
163 million dollars, what portion of that should be financed by bonds 
and what portion of that you would prefer to finance by annual 
appropriations. 

I feel those are things that you and the Department of 
Finance undoubtedly know more about than I do. We feel that in these 


three hearings we have given you a fair, all-over look at California 


trying to point out the shortages of certain things, the sufficiency 


of certain things, the basic needs for acquisition and where they 
should, where lands should be acquired and the basic needs for devel- 
opment to make both our existing areas and our proposed areas usable 
by the, shall we say, the current generation of Californians, and at 
the same time coming out by 1980 with a park system which will meet 
the basic minimum needs for recreational advantages out of doors to 
the people living in California at that time. 

And I certainly have appreciated the opportunity of appear- 
ing before you at all three of your hearings. You have given me 
nothing but courteous treatment and adequate time to present to you 
almost anything that I felt I wanted to present, and I appreciate 
that a great deal. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. Thank you, Mr. DeTurk. 





Before I ask if there are questions I'd like to interrupt the proceed- 
ings to introduce a member of the Legislature who is seated at the 
far end of the table. Assemblyman Ed Gaffney of your City of San 
Francisco. He is a member of the Assembly Ways and Means Committee. 
We are happy to have him with the Committee this morning. 

Are there any questions of Mr. DeTurk? 

MR. GAFFNEY: I have a question. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Gaffney; go ahead please. 

MR. GAFFNEY: With the courtesy of the Chair and this 
Committee I am really an interloper sitting in by the consent of the 
Chairman. There are five members of the subcommittee of Ways and 
Means Committee engaged in the study of tourist problems and tourism 
is so closely associated with recreation and parks that it was 
advised that we would sit in with this committee, but through the 
courtesy of the Chair. We are really interlopers. 

Pauline Davis was to be here but I don't see she is. 

BY MR. GAFFNEY: 
Q Now, my question is, Mr. DeTurk, inasmuch as there is a lag 


of 30 percent deficiency in development, as you stated in the Los 


Angeles hearing, would it not be your advice to the author of this 


bill that some cognizance be taken for development? 

In other words, that 30 percent of your park program is 
still undeveloped and some of those parcels have been in the possession 
of the State for many years and there is a tendency on the part of, 


particularly the local population, to wonder when something is going 


to be done. 





A That's very true. 

Q They are taking the land away from them and up to this point 
they have done nothing with it. Just a query. 

A That has happened in several areas. That is the reason that 
we basically present the program to you in two parts, acquisition 
and development, and leave it really to your good judgment to deter- 
mine which is the better way to finance it. 

Now, it may be bonds, I'm not an expert in these financial 


matters at all and I realize that bonds have a value if you can do 


something with them that will more than offset the interest they will 


cost. I mean, they do have an advantage there over annual appropria- 
tions because I realize that you have many calls and many legitimate 
calls on the money in the General Fund. 

I believe Mr. Keller mentioned the fact that even with bond money 
if the money is not spent reasonably fast in order to accomplish some- 
thing while land is still, shall I say, at a relatively lower price, 
than it will be 10 years from now. We might even lose the advantage 
of acquisition through bonds if we pay interest for too many years 
before we acquire them while the price goes up. 

That might be said to hold true in development because I 
assume that materials and labor, contract prices, also go up. Maybe 
not as fast as land does, but they also go up, so anything that we 
could do today would be a financial saving over doing it five, ten, 
or 20 years from now, but as the Highway Department finds out so 
definitely you can simply only use the money that you have available 
to you depending on the fact that when the needs are greater and 10 





years have elapsed perhaps there will be more money available then 


to do more development. 

I would like to do development if we could at the direction 
of the Legislature on an annual appropriation basis, but I fully 
realize that you could not guarantee to any State department an 
annual appropriation of one millim dollars or 10 million dollars 
from now on. You have to do it one year at a time; isn't that true? 

So you would have to look at the problem, look at your 
money, look at our projects and see if we could do it. It would be 
a good way to do it because then the Legislature could express its 
opinion about development, about areas of development, and about the 
amounts of development if it is done on that basis, but either way 
California needs it. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 

MR. GAFFNEY: I have a further question. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Go ahead, Mr. Gaffney. 

BY MR. GAFFNEY: 

Q The further questio is in regard to Fort Funston, the 
acquisition by the State would come within your regular budgetary 
processes, would it not, and not be dependent upon the proposed bond 
issue? 

A Well, I believe that it would be dependent upon the bond 
issue because I am not sure that the regular budgetary processes 
would produce acquisition money in the necessary amounts. I am not 
sure that it wouldn't, on the other hand, but Fort Funston has been 


& sOmewhat misunderstood project in certain circles inasmuch as 





there have been opinions expressed that since San Francisco raised 


the money and since San Francisco got it and are paying for it 


through a bond issue of their own that it looks rather ridiculous 


to include it in a State Park Bond Issue Program. However, these 
matters were discussed with San Francisco at the time the property 
became available and it's been my opinion that the San Francisco 
bond issue was for the purpose of holding the land until the State 
could acquire it to add it to our total beach proposal which runs 
through Santa Cruz and San Mateo Counties up into San Francisco, so 
it's a part of our total State Park development rather than looking 
at it as a San Francisco park. Really, it's a part of the total 
beach work that we would like to do. 

Q That's true. I wasn't asking for any specific action. Do 
you have some development in regards to the land in the vicinity of 
Fort Baker? 

A I think that those are not included in this program because 
it will probably be more than five years before those lands are 
surplus and available for purchase. I'm not sure. That's one reason 
that there really needs to be enough flexibility in a bond program 
to enable the State to acquire something of that nature when it does 
become surplus because it doesn't wait. 

I mean the Government won't hold it for us forever. They 
were very generous on the Fort Baker project and held it for well 
over a year on our word that we would ask the Legislature for the 
money, which we did, and which you gave us and which we have paid 


to the Government now amd now we have acquired it, but it's a risky 





way todo it. If you don't get it these surplus properties then go 
up for auction and that's our last opportunity. There is some degree 
of flexibility as an advantage in this case. 

MR. GAFFNEY: Mr. Chairman, thank you, Mr. DeTurk. May I 
pay my respects to Harold Zellerbach publicly. He was Chairman of 
our Bond Committee that acquired Fort Funston, and I say that with 
malice aforethought. Perhaps Mr. Cameron could engage him to sit in 
on the committee for the bond proposal for the whole state system. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. Thank you very much. 

Any other questions of Mr. DeTurk? 
SENATOR QUICK: I have a question. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Quick. 
BY SENATOR QUICK: 

Q Mr. DeTurk, I have listened rather closely to your presenta- 
tion and I haven't heard you mention anything about the desert areas, 
what study you might have made of that or what you would have in mind 
as involves the desert areas? 

A Well, we really have a great deal in mind in, I believe, its 
three major land areas, and I'm sure you'll know which ones I'm talking 
about. The square mile, that is referred to as Travertine Palms which 
lies between the Salton Sea and the Anza Desert, the land on which 
there is available water, and I mean underground water so we could have 
good camping facilities which would serve that part of the area with 


: good camping and good day use; and we have very interesting plans in 


| hy opinion on the entire Colorado River unit from, basically, from and 


including Imperial County and on up to where the river ceases being 
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the border, We have some good units in there which we can develop 
with the assistance of the Department of Fish and Game or with their 
cooperation, I should say, and that of the Wildlife Conservation 
Board. 

We have leased the first tract of land which is known now 


as the Pacheco Area, I expect you are familiar with that little 


settlement there, We have leased that from the Bureau of Land Manage- 


ment and will eventually buy it but they have let us lease it in order 
to hold it so nothing happens to it. 

The Imperial Sandhills we think we can do a good job in, 
They are an outstanding natural phenomenon in California and there is 
water available for their development as off-highway camping and 
excellent day use in that period. 

And then we do expect to go ahead with the extension of the 
developments in the Anza Desert so we can do a much better job of 
taking care, particularly of the campers and the trailer campers. 

The day use people have really plenty of room to spread out 
in that area, but the people who like to stay all night are still 
rather limited, although we have made what you might call primitive 


campsites available for trailer camping. We have nothing but chemical 


toilets and garbage pails, but we expect to extend that trailer and 


tent camping facility in many more portions of the Anza-Borrego Desert 


State Park, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very kindly. Any other ques- 


tions of Mr, DeTurk? 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Question, 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Go ahead, Senator, 
BY SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: 

Q Do you think the bond issue ought to contain a provision as 
to where the money is to be spent? 

A Well, there again, you catch me in an area that I am not well 
informed in, I don't know how specific the State of California bond 
issues generally are, I think if the Legislature wants to say that, 
well certainly you can say anything you want to ina bond issue, That 
is your privilege, 

If you want to pinpoint so much money north and so much 
money south, that is your privilege. 

As a newcomer to California, I surely wish we could forget 
that line because California is a magnificent state and I know that 
neither end of it could live without the other one, this long state 
of ours needs both ends and the middle to go along. 

Q Well, do you think that the bond issue ought to contain speci- 
fic provisions as to how the money is to be spent? 

A Well, I would say yes. You say, "specific provisions as to 
how"? 

Q Yes, what type of facilities? 

A Well, any money we ever get from the Legislature, it's pretty 
well pinpointed. 

Q I know that. 

A I would expect it to be pinpointed, 

Q But I'm talking about a proposed bond issue, Do you think it 
Should have specific provisions in it as to how the money should be 


spent? 





A Well, I'd say legally it has to. 

Q Well, I didn't ask you that, I know that legally it has to 
meet certain specifications. Do you think -- 

A (Interposing) I'11 say this, I would rather, to be very 
honest with you, I would rather that each individual project were 
not pinpointed and allocated a certain amount of money. 

Q@ All right. Now, as to each individual project, what body 
do you think ought to decide whether any money, the bond money, is 


to be spent on? 


A I think that the bond issue should have guidance that the 


Legislature expects a certain number, say a certain minimum number of 


new park areas that it expects certain additions. 
Q Well now, Mr, DeTurk, I didn't ask you -- 


A (Interposing) in that nature. 

Q Well, we can't very well put in the bond issue what the 
Legislature might expect. What we have to put in there is something 
specific as towho decides where the money is to be spent, don't we, 
whether the Commission decides it, the Department decides it, or the 
Legislature. Isn't that a fact? Someone has to ‘eatin ian the 
money is going to be spent and how it's going to be spent. 

A That is the reason we have provided you -- 

Q (Interposing) I want an opinion if you have it, as to who 
Should have this power delegated to it by, first, the Legislature 
and then the people under the bond issue, What Commission or what 
Department or what agency or whether it should be the Legislature 


or the Executive Branch, if you have an opinion? 





A Well, I have always been troubled, you see, on both sides 
of a question, It makes it kind of difficult to answer, I couldn't 
improve on Mr, Zellerbach's answer as for the importance of the 
Commission and the fact that if you like the commission type of 
government and you set it up that way, you, the Legislature, I think 
you should give it some authority to act for yoy. If you don't like 
it and you would prefer to do it yourselves, I think that is your 
prerogative, 

Q You think, then, that we should insofar as the bond issue 
is concerned, we ought to leave this question open to be decided by 
the Legislature later, is that right? 

A I would just about say that you have expressed my opinion, 

Q So that after the bond issue passed that the Legislature can 


then enact legislation deciding who will have the authority to decide 


how and where the money shall be spent, is that correct? 

A I think you have it, yes, 

Q Is that your opinion? 

A Yes, I would say that is correct. 

Q Thank you, I have one other question in deciding where you 
will make additional acquisitions, assuming that you have bond money, 
What is the criteria that you used? For instance, historical use, 
or some of the outdoor recreation plan or what was the criteria used 
by the Department in deciding that? 

A Well, you will probably be glad to hear the one criteria 
we didn't use was simply to round out an area so the boundaries 


looked nicer, Now, that, we didn't do. In this case we tried to -- 
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so many of our beach projects, and I know you are familiar with them, 
have adequate beach space for people in swimming suits or shorts or 
play clothes to be on the beach but we do not, in hardly any cases, 
have anything like adequate land for parking, adequate land for our 
sanitary facilities and certainly most inadequate land to try to 
pring the camping activity to most of our beaches, 

Now, a great portion of our program has been based on where 


do we need actual land on which to build a recreational facility that 


people want to use. Now, as you know, in the Redwood area we do have 


the world's very finest stand of living timber. There is nothing to 
compare with it anyplace, We have not always, or we have hardly ever, 
acquired the land on which camping can be done because -- 

Q (Interposing) Well, may I interject at this pdnt? I under- 
stand your major consideration or major criteria in deciding a plan 
of acquisition which you have outlined here was where there are 
resources which will provide recreation, is that correct? 

A That's for the new areas, yes, sir, specifically, 

Q For the new acquisition irregardless of -- 

A (Interposing) Perhaps I misunderstood you. 

Q (Continuing) irregardless of anything else that was your 


main criteria? 


A That was the main criteria, Now, where are these areas? 


Some of them are -- 


Q (Interposing) In deciding what is the recreational resource, 
what did you use as a criteria for that, historical use in the past 


in other areas or some plan that you had seen or arrived at? 
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A Partly historical use; partly outstanding scenery that really 
is worthy of being preserved by the public in order for them to 
enjoy it and for the, naturally, we have been able to try to put 


together land which may be used for camping, for day use, for parking, 


for hiking over and for riding over; with land of high scenic quality 
so while people are there they do enjoy it. 

I mean, it's not camping for camping's sake which you could 
do in any kind of an area; anything that would hold a tent would pro- 
vide that. But when people want to camp on vacation trips or on 
weekend trips they also like to do it as in fine an environment as 
they can find and I believe the fact that they generally use our 
parks, including Yosemite in that relationship, they use the ones 
that are the most beautiful and the loveliest are the ones they use 
the heaviest, 

Q Might I ask you this, in your consideration did you consider 
the outdoor recreation plan? 

A Very definitely, yes, sir. 

Q Did you follow the recommendations in there or how much use 
did you put it to? 

A Oh, we put it to a great deal of use, 

Q Do you accept the major premises of that plan? 

A We accept the major premises of that plan completely. 

Q Completely? 

A Yes, 

Q And that is the basis of your plan of acquisition, is that 


right, in the main? 
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A Well, if the reason for it, and I say it that way because the 


plan, the recreation plan doesn't specifically recommend anything but 


shortages or areas in which recreation is needed or kinds of recrea- 
tion that are short so we have used those figures and those premises 
to try to make our program solve the problems as stated in the plan, 
Like camping demands are such and such a percentage short now and 
there needs to be an increase of 400 percent by 1980. I believe it 
was 300 percent in camping, But whatever it was. we have tried to 
base our plan on trying to reduce those shortages, We haven't done it 
completely in this 5-year program, but it's been pointed out that has 
been the basic thing we have tried to do and we have tried to pay 
attention to the zone I, Zone II -- 

Q (Interposing) Who is in charge of your acquisition planning? 

A Bob Hatch is our, what we refer to as our advance planner, 
simply because it's Bob's job to be familiar with California; to be 
familiar with areas that a great many other people don't even know 
about; to know where they are so when we, if we are looking in a 
county -- 

Q (Interposing) Well, I'm interested in this because there is 
criticism from time to time of beaches and park acquisition, The 
criticism is levied of pork-barrel, 

A That's true, 

Q I'm interested to know how you came to get, plan, pick out 
a particular park and you don't have to go into it here, The time 
1s limited. 

A Well, I could do it very briefly, Senator, 





Q I would like to know because the greatest criticism, it 
seems to me, of the beaches and parks and the development of recrea- 
tion there is the criticism of pork-barrel and I'd like to know and 
there has been criticisms that people attempt to unload things on 
the State, unload pieces of property that may not be of great commer- 
cial value but can be unloaded for a profitable sum to the State. 
I'd like to know how you decide on this. 

A Well, for instance, at your last session you gave us a 
directive to find a suitable state park area in Siskiyou County and 
in your directive and very well said, you suggested two or three 
areas. 

Now, our staff looked at those areas, They consulted 
the county planning people from Siskiyou County. They consulted the 
Chamber of Commerce and the United States Forestry Service to see 


what anybody had in mind up there; what were good areas and by look- 


ing with the help of these people we found a project that we referred 


to as the Box Canyon Project on the Sacramento River which will be an 
absolutely ideal and outstanding state park area, 
Now, we did not know about that until we took this process 


to get it. 

Q Now, I want to ask you this one question. The largest con- 
centration of population relative to Siskiyou is Sacramento and San 
Francisco Bay Area, I assume, 


A I assume, 


Q Did you consult anyone in that particular area before deciding 


on a particular acquisition in Siskiyou County? 





No, 

Q Why not? 

A We used there the needs of these counties for camping, water 
sports, and day use as presented in the Recreation Plan, 

Q There aren't that many people up there, are there? 

A We consulted those things out of the Recreation Plan which 
have developed the needs of Sacramento County, San Francisco, In 
fact, the whole Bay Area Complex, That is where we would solve a 
weekend camping experience or longer. 

Q Do you think this method is a good plan? 

A I think it's the only workable plan, 

Q When you follow by resolution of the Legislature and then you . 


study it and decide? 


A Well, as I have said to any people of the Legislature that 


asks me, you don't need to go to that trouble if you don't want to. 
We would act just as quickly, our personnel will, because it's our 
job to know about California and to send our people into the counties 
until some time we'll finally have an index of all the good available 
sites. And we work at that all the time, Senator. We have pretty 
good indexes, 

Q Before a park is selected in the State do you think it ought 
to be required that you have a resolution from the Legislature? 

A No, sir, I don't. I say that because what we do require is 


an appropriation from you and that is even harder to get. We can't 


get it unless you want us to have it, There is no way we can do 


that. 
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Q I'm not clear just how you think we ought to...there seems 
to be several different methods by which you decide whether parks 
should be established. I'd like to find out what you think are the 
pest methods. As I say, there is not time, I have already taken up 
more than my allotted time on questions, but I would be pleased to 
know, and I think some of the other members of the committee, as to 
what your experience, and you could submit this at some future time, 

A May I do that? 

Q What would be the ideal method of selecting parks in this 
State? 

A I would like to do that very much, Senator, 

Q Whether we ought to keep the power in the Legislature, whether 


we ought to have it vested in the Commission or whether it ought to 


be in the Department or in a division or in an agency. 
A Yes, 
Q And just exactly what the procedure ought to be in the acqui- 
sition. 
A Well, I would really appreciate the privilege of trying to 
work that out for you with the help of some other people, both in 
our department and in other departments of government. 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Thank you, 
A Including our Legislative Counsel, because that is a big 
subject and I'd like to do it, 
Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your personal courtesy. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 
MR, DE TURK: Each one of you, 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mr. DeTurk; we appreciate 
having you here and having your testimony. 

I want to call on Mrs, Dewey J. Forry, please, Would you 
be seated, Mrs, Forry, and give your name and official position for 


the record, please? 
(Whereupon the witness was excused.) 


MRS , DEWEY J, FORRY 


MRS, FORRY: I am Mrs, Dewey J. Forry and I'm a member of 
the State Recreation Commission, I am afraid my approach is going 
to be a little different. It's going to be a little bit more emo- 
tional, I'm afraid. Facts and figures are a little unfamiliar to me, 
but I do know people and I know the need, 

I think our state parks are excellent and I think the 
cities are doing a good job but I'm rather concerned about the 
regional job that is being dne in the unincorporated areas, 


This, to me, seems where there is the most overlap and the 


greatest amount of confusion so far as responsibility goes and I 


think that this need is the greatest within this 40-mile radius, 
day need, the day use, shall we say. 

The people in the State have many, many forms or interests 
in recreation, The way they express this, I think, we are doing an 
adequate job. 


However, I think primarily that at the level, as I say, 





regional level, we are not doing the job we should, There is a 
deficiency. 

Attending some of the Commission meetings and listening 
to administrators from the northern counties and in the southern part 
of the State I find that they are a pretty frustrated group. 

Now, I had a perfectly beautiful statement prepared and 
womanlike I didn't really go into it too well, but actually I urge 
the Legislature to consider favorably the providing of financial 
assistance to local governments to allow them to assume their share 
of the responsibility in meeting total recreation needs, 

Something must be done to meet regional recreation needs. 

Coordination of effort will be essential, This is a tre- 
mendous job and I think all agencies at all levels of Government can 


do a part, 
There must be more done by all of them than one agency 


can do by itself, 

Please consider what part the State should plan in finan- 
cing a balanced program with assistance to local government, 

Thank you, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any questions? 

SENATOR CAMERON; Just one statement, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Cameron has a question, 

SENATOR CAMERON: Some of us have been aware of this and 
this program, as you say, takes a cooperative effort and we have 


asked the local government for something specific. We are aware of 


the program and maybe this afternoon or this morning they may have 





some recommendations, 

I think that most of us are aware and are interested to 
hear what their problem would be, 

MRS, FORRY: Well, just in my experience, listening over 
the State and being involved at one time at a district level ona 
board of directors in an unincorporated area I know this is where 
one of the greatest deficiencies is and this is where we must do 


something. We must have these areas outside of these large metro- 


politan sprawls where people can go and recreate in green facilities, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 
(No response) 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Mrs. Forry. We 
appreciate having you here and having your testimony. 
MRS. FORRY: Thank you for your courtesy, gentlemen, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I want to recognize we have Louis J. 
Angelo, a staff member of the Assembly Ways and Means Committee in 
the audience, We appreciate having him here, 
Now, is Assemblyman Waldie here or someone representing 
Mr, Waldie? 


MR, GAFFNEY: A delegation, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: There is a delegation here from Contra 


Costa County, I believe. Are you people, will Mr. Waldie be here, 


do you know? 


MR. CHAMBERLIN: I think probably he will not be here, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Then do you want to proceed with your 


presentation? 





MR. CHAMBERLIN: Yes, sir, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right, you bring your group up, 
then, if you will, please, 

You are Mr, Chamberlin? 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Would you introduce yourself and also 
the group that are here with you for the reporter am for the record, 


please? 
BRUCE CHAMBERLIN 


MR, CHAMBERLIN: Immediately here with me is Mr, Edward 


Munns, Mr, William Penn Mott is also here, He is a member of our 


organization, but I am not sure whether he ¢onsiders himself a part 


of our delegation, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I believe that he was going to testify 
independent of your group, I think, He is on the agenda to testify. 
MR, CHAMBERLIN: As a resident of Concord in Contra Costa 
Park and Recreation Council, an organization comprising about 250 
individual citizens and some 120 organizations and clubs such as 
service clubs, girl and boy scout councils and the like, We are 
dedicated to the task of insuring adequate outdoor recreation for 
the people of our county. We have been instrumental in the estab- 
lishment of a county park commission and the professional county park 


department. 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr, Chamberlin, I don't like to 
interrupt you, but could you pull the microphone a little closer to 
you? I believe the people in the back of the room can't hear very 
well, 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: We were largely responsible for the 
acquisition of our first major county park, a 1500-acre tract, We 
are now working toward a county bond issue for the acquisition and 
development of a complete county park system, 

The Park Council has made a study of state park problems 
as they exist in our county. We are aware that the biggest problem 
now is financing necessary expansion and development. We are here 
today in support of a state bond issue for the enlargement and 
developme t of the over-all State Park System, We will welcome and 
work for such a bond issue, 

By discussing the state park situation in our own county 
we will demonstrate why we favor the bond issue so strongly. The 
problems of state parks in Contra Costa County are comparable to 
the park problems that exist statewide. Let me make it clear that 
we are not seeking special consideration for our own area, The State 
Department of Parks and Recreation is in agreement with us on the 
need for enlargement of our two state parks, The obstacle is lack 
of funds. 

The two state parks in Contra Costa County are Mount 


Diablo and Franks Tract. Mount Diablo is an isolated mountain mass, 


which, with its outlying ridges and valleys, includes nearly 60,000 


acres in all. I would like to pass a photograph up here for you 





gentlemen to look at, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Would you identify this, please, for 
the panel? 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: That is Mount Diablo. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: This is 60,000 acres? 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: A.mountain mass taken fram a distance, a 


scenic view, 


Now, these 60,000 acres I speak of is in the part shown on 


this map here but not entirely. Probably a third larger map would 


really represent that acreage, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, which is the 60,000 acres? Is it 
marked in red on the map? Is that in the red or that in the orange? 
MR, CHAMBERLIN: Probably -- 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: (Interposing) For the entire area, 
is that correct? 
MR, CHAMBERLIN: This is the state park right here, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, what is the red? 
MR, CHAMBERLIN: I'11 come to that, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Oh, you will come to that, all right. 
You preceed then, Mr, Chamberlin, 
MR, CHAMBERLIN: Thank you. 
The main peak, Mt. Diablo, is almost 4000 feet high. 
From its summit the visitor sees more of California than can be 
seen from any other high point in the State, On a clear day one 
can see from Mount Shasta on the north to Mount Whitney on the south, 


and westward to the Farallones. North Peak lies about half a mile 





distant from the main peak and about 500 feet lower, 

Most visitors looking out from the main peak think that 
the miles and miles of hills, ridges, slopes and canyons are 
actually within the state park boundaries. Actually, of the full 
60,000 acres, only 2160 acres are in the State Park, To preserve 
the existing character of the area the Park should contain at least 
10,000 additional acres, But unless we act promptly the present 
park area will become ringed with conflicting land usage, 

Let us look at what is actually happening to the land 
around Mount Diablo Park, Within the last two years radio communi- 


cation interests bought 600 acres including the top of North Peak, 


They have bulldozed a service road to the top and have erected the 


first of several transmission towers there, The irony of this 
situation is that the 600 acres was purchased while the Division 
of Beaches and Parks was making plans to buy the area, 
South and west of the park and having a common boundary 
is the 7000-acre Black Hawk Ranch, It is ideal for park purposes, 
It, too, lay dormant for years relatively undeveloped except as a 
cattle ranch, About five years ago it was bought by Castle and 
Cooke, a large Hawaiian-based corporation, which intends to develop 
the area as a planned community. Already architects are preparing 
detailed plans and an active building program will be the next step. 
In another typical situation a former ranch on the east side 
of the mountain was sold this past year, The present owner is selling 
it in units of 40 and 160 acres. We understand that pressure is 


already upon him to divide this land into even smaller tracts. 





Obviously, a large part of the Mount Diablo area is 
currently being considered for some type of real estate development, 
Unless we act swiftly we will lose the areas most important to the 
proper development. Unless we act swiftly we will lose the areas 
most important to the proper development of the State Park, We 
hold with the January 1961 policy statement of the California State 
Park Commission which says, in part: "While the plan must emphasize 
development and interpretation...it must be just as definite on the 
protection and preservation of California's scenic landscape. 
Preservation of unique irreplaceable scenic values must have first 
consideration," 

Certainly the expanding pressure to subdivide and build 
in the mountain area is prophetic and a warning to act before all 
the large scenic areas are cut by roads and streets and dotted with 
communities. 

To purchase the 10,000 additional acres vital to the park 
will cost from 1$ million dollars to 3 million dollars at today's 


land prices, There are probably many more Mount Diablos among the 


projects in the Department of Parks and Recreation's proposed five- 


year plan of development, We recognize that the money is not 
available on a pay-as-you-go basis, We understand the need for a 
bond issue sufficiently large to cover these acquisitions and are 
willing to work for its passage, 

The Franks Tract situation is not as critical as that of 
Mount Diablo in terms of "now or never", but Franks Tract also has 


Specific and definite need for more land, It is an aquatic park 





in need of areas for boat launching, picnicking, camping and auto 
parking. 

Concerning the use of state bond money we recommend that 
75 percent be allocated for land acquisition and 25% for develop- 
ment. The development should be, we believe, restricted to major 
capital improvements that will contribute to the basic usability, 
preservation, and protection of a given area, 

We believe that there should be enabling legislation for 
long-term leasing with the option to buy at any time during the life 
of the lease as well as for outright purchase, Leasing can be a 
form of delaying action on purchases when funds are not available 
to acquire all the land desired in a given area at a given time, 


In effect, it provides use of the land until such time as the 


public can purchase full title. In essence, it will stretch the 


available money to provide more land. Also, in cases where the 
character of ownership, wills, contested ownership, or other situa- 
tion prevent the outright immediate purchase in fee simple, the 
long-term lease permits a hold on the land until such problems are 
Cleared up. The present leasing arrangements available to the 
Department of Parks and Recreation are so restricted legally that no 
leasing is practicable, The bond money should be free of such ham- 
pering restrictions, 

Legislation should also provide the freedom to obtain 
access to public lands by means of easements, 

Another provision should authorize purchase of desirable 


surplus public domain lands, These are not necessarily of use as 
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park land but might be useful in trading and bargaining for other 
more desirable lands. 

We also suggest provision for purchase of scenic areas 
along highways. And further suggest that the historical site 
program be carried forward under the terms of the proposed bond 
issue, 

In regard to the proposal under consideration for bond 
money to be granted to counties on a matching fund basis - we favor 
this in principle. We believe that the State should assume some 
leadership in stimulating counties to establish their own park 
systems. This proposal should increase the total amount of park 
land which can be acquired with a given amount of state money. 

In conclusion, we thank you for the privilege of speaking 
here and again assure you of our willingness to work for the proposed 
bond issue, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any questions of Mr, 
Chamberlin? 

(No response) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I have a question. I would like to 
refer to the last paragraph on page 2 of your paper. When you speak 
of, "the option to buy at any time during the life of the lease," you 
refer entirely to a public entity doing that, is that correct? You 
don't propose that one who might have a lease on a beach or park with 
the State, some individual would have that right to buy, do you? 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: You are correct, sir. I am referring to 


the -- whatever State authority purchases park lands, 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well then, you are saying in substance, 
then, that the State should be in the real estate business, is that 
cerrect? 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: I hope I don't mean that. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, that is what you are intimating 

If the State can use their power of eminent domain and 
land and then lease it to a public entity. 

MR. CHAMBERLIN: Oh, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Such as a city or a county or a district, 
then. at some later date that district or county or city would buy, 
then you are putting the State in the real estate business, 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: No, sir, I mean in situations where 
park land cannot be bought by the State we recommend that it be 
leased by the State for use by the State as State Park land, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Can you give usan instance where it 
couldn't be bought by the State? Is it because of lack of funds? 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Or just lack of apprepriation by the 
Legislature, then? 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: Yes, or under this propose d bond issue 
we know that there will be only so much money. There are probably 
more projects than there is money to go around, If, in some instances, 
land could be leased instead of bought, more land would result in 
park land available to the public. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, if this land were owned 


by a city or county or a district, the State probably wouldn't want 





to be involved in it anyway, would they? 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: Perhaps not, no, We are thinking here 
specifically ef lands now held privately. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I see, Any questions of Mr, Chamberlin? 

(Ne response) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Mr, Chamberlin, We 
appreciate having you here and having your testimony. 

MR, CHAMBERLIN: Thank you, sir, 

(Whereupon the witness was excused.) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: If Mr, Waldie should appear we will 
recognize him if he has anything to add to your presentation. 


New, I want to call on Mr, William Penn Mott, Jr, Would 


you be seated, Mr, Mett, please? Give your name and pesition for 


the record and make your presentation, 


WILLIAM PENN MOTT, JR, 
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MR, MOTT: My name is William Penn Mott, Jr., and I am 
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here representing the California Roadside Council. I am its current 
President, 

The California Readside Council, Inc., is a nonprofit 
citizens' erganization, the objectives of which are stated thus: 
"Te premote the improvement of roadside conditions that the beauty 


ef eur State be preserved and developed for the welfare and enjoyment 





of the people" 


The Council strongly favors a proposed bond issue for 
the acquisition and development of park land by the State Department 
of Parks and Recreation as rapidly as possible so as to make up the 
present deficiency and provide for future population growth, 

Because of our special interest in roadside conditions, 
we wish to call attention to California's long delay in developing 
an adequate system of roadside parks and roadside rests. Since the 
State is seriously considering the possibility of developing a 
system of scenic highways in California, it would seem to us 
that within the proposed bond issue some funds should be set aside 
that would permit the purchasing of parcels of land adjacent to 
these highways that would protect and safeguard vistas and roadside 
resting areas from encroachment by detrimental development, 

One can observe along our highways places where the 
traveling public stops to rest and relax, to enjoy a pleasant view 
or to read about a State monument. These areas have been developed 
because the traveling public has felt their need and sensed their 
desirability . It would seem proper to deliberately plan to create 
such areas along highways of California, These cases of beauty 
and interest can help a great deal to maintain the beauty and 
attractiveness of California which has been recognized as its 
greatest asset. 

Many of these locations need not be developed at all - 


merely protected from encroachment by objectionable development, 


Preserving such areas will contribute to driver safety as well as 





giving fatigued drivers a chance to refresh themselves in safe, 
convenient, and pleasant surroundings. 

California lags far behind a great many other states 
in this type of development, and travelers to this State comment 
frequently on our lack of foresight in this regard, We strongly 
recommend that the Senate Fact Finding Committee on Natural Resources 
seriously consider broadening the scope of the bond issue to provide 
funds to acquire land along highways, especially those described 


as scenic ‘highways, 
I would like to further amplify this statement by calling 


to your attention that people coming into California expect to see 


a beautiful state, 


Thousands and thousands of people travel our highways 


daily and it would seem to us that it would be proper and an 


opportunity at this time to provide along our highways these beauty 


spots preserving vistas, preserving the attractiveness of this State 
so that we can continue and so that we can in the future present to 
people California as it is visualized by people coming into this 


State as a magnificent and beautiful state. 


We think this is a proper broadening of the base of this 


particular program that you are now investigating. 


Thank you very much for this opportunity to appear before 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you, Let me ask if there are 
any questions of this witness by the Committee? 


(No response) 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mr, Mott. We appreciate 
having you here and having your testimony. 

(Whereupon the witness was excused.) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Is there someone here representing 
the League of California Cities? 


(No response) 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Richard Carpenter is scheduled on 
the agenda but I don't see him in the audience, 


Mr, Raymond Nesbit? Is Mr, Nesbit here? Would you come 


forward, please? 


RAYMOND J, NESBIT 


MR, NESBIT: Mr, Chairman and Members of the Committee, 
My name is Ray Nesbit and I am Coordinator of the Wildlife Conserva- 
tion Board, 

I come here today to support a State bond issue for parks 
and outdoor recreational development, 

The Director of the Department of Fish and Game has asked 
me to tell you of his support for a State bond issue, He points out 
that under legislation enacted at the last session the State Park 


Commission was authorized to establish recreational areas where 


hunting may be permitted, This ties in, more than ever before, the 


Beaches and Parks and the Fish and Game program, The sportsmen of 





California could benefit greatly by this bond issue through acquisi- 
tion of recreational areas. 

One of the considerations of the bond issue as presently 
proposed is to include a program of assistance to local governing 
bodies for the acquisition of land and development of facilities 
to be operated by local government. My remaining remarks pertain 
to this facet of the proposed bond issue, 

The Wildlife Conservation Board, Department of Fish and 
Game, was delegated certain responsibilities in the field of wildlife 
conservation and related recreation through legislation enacted in 
1947 specifically for this purpose. 

The Wildlife Conservation Law of 1947, which became 
Sections 1300 to 1375 of the Fish and Game Code, is too lengthly to 


quote here, However, woven repeatedly throughout the sections of 


this law is the responsibility of the Wildlife Conservation Board 
to carry eut a program for acquisition and development of lands, 
waters, and facilities suitable for recreational purposes and adapt- 
able for conservation and utilization of fish and game resources, 
Specifically included in this law is the furnishing of public access 
to lands or waters open to the public for fishing or hunting. Another 
provisien of the law is that each recreational area under the Board 
program shall be managed and controlled so that the public shall have 
access to and use of the area for all recreational purposes, 

The Wildlife Conservation Board has carried out, and is 
continuing, an active program to fulfill its responsibilities related 
to recreation and to conservation and utilization of fish and game 


resources, It may be well to note here that a modern definition of 





conservation is "wise use", The main benefits of management to 
preserve and increase wildlife come from prudent public use of 
these renewable resources, through such wholesome forms of outdeor 
recreation as fishing and hunting, or simply observing. 

And, it is a fact that much of eur outdoor recreation is 
wildlife eriented. For example, the California Public Outdoor 
Recreation Plan reports that more than half ef the boat use in 
California is for fishing. It can be seen readily that the WCB has 
a sizable responsibility in the field of beat access alone for 
fishing. 

The main Wildlife Conservation Board program, but by no 
means the only ene, which directly includes outdoer recreation, 
censists of public access to fishing and hunting. This program is 
ceoperative with lecal agencies of gevernment for acquisition, 
development, eperatioen and maintenance ef public access areas and 
facilities. 

During the last five or six years in which this program 
has been emphasized, some 83 prejects of this type have been com- 
pleted or are underway, which provide for recreational use. Approxi- 
mately 30,322 acres ef land have been acquired in fee by the Wildlife 
Conservatien Beard and free leases obtained on 55,902 additional acres 
ef land ewned by other governmental agencies. 

Acquisition and develepment expenditures by the Wildlife 
Censervatien Beard fer these prejects total some 10¢ millien dellars. 


Lecal gevernmental agencies have shewn their endersement ef this 


ceeperative pregram by investing heavily in acquisition and supple- 
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mentary development ef many of these recreational areas, as well as 
assuming all cests ef eperation and maintenance, These agencies 
reported appreximately 24 million man days ef use at Wildlife Conser- 
vation Beard access prejects in 1960. 

Here in the San Francisce Bay area, completed Wildlife 
Censervatien Beard prejects ine lude the Berkeley fishing pier in 
cooperation with the City of Berkeley, and fishing accesses with boat 
launching ramps in ceoperation with the Cities of Alameda and Vallejo. 
Similar boat fishing accesses are scheduled for development on 
Hudeman Slough at the north end of San Pablo Bay, in cooperation 
with Sonoma County, and on Petaluma River near Black Point in 
cooperation with Marin County. I might also add, there are a number 
of other projects that are being viewed at this time but have not 
yet received the approval of the Board, 

In view of the success and acceptance of this established 
program, we believe that fish and game projects and recreation 
related thereto should continue through the Wildlife Conservation 
Board as presently authorized. If, however, a bond issue provides 
for local assistance, the existing eihinieines and procedures would 
permit expenditure of bond funds in an expanded program. Such an 
expanded program through the use of bond funds should be supplemental 
to the present program authorized for the Wildlife Conservation Board. 

Bond issue funds, if made available to local government, 
should not be competitive with existing programs. It is very im- 


portant that funds made available under any new program not offer 


local government a choice to the extent that one State program would be 
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competing with another or that an existing successful State program 


pe jeopardized, 
It should be pointed out that the amount of expansion 


under a local assistance program is limited in many counties by 
their ability to underwrite the operation and maintenance costs. 
As Coordinator of the Wildlife Conservation Board, it is 
my recommendation that if a local government assistance program is 
authorized, reasonable amounts of bond money be made available to 


the Wildlife Conservation Board over a 10-year period for opportune 


purchases of land for public access sites and other projects of a 


high priority. This would permit acceleration of acquisition, as 
well as enabling larger sites to be acquired for greater and more 
diversified recreational use. Many such sites, if not acquired 
during this period, would be unavailable in the future, Development 
of these projects to be financed through regular Wildlife Conserva- 
tion Board funds and maintained and operated by local governmental 
entities. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any questions of this 
witness? 

(No response) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Let me ask a question, What is a 
reasonable amount of bond money in your estimation? 

MR, NESBITT: We have made some preliminary evaluations of 
the amount of money that could be judiciously spent for land acqui- 
sition under this program and believe it to be somewhere between 


750,000 and a million dollars a year. 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Then that would be about what we use to 


get from the resource of the paramutuel money, is that right? 

MR, NESBIT: Yes, Senator, We are not proposing this be 
a substitute for the paramutuel obligation. But rather an enhance- 
ment of the program through acquisition funds, This would double 
the present program of 750,000 dollars a year, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Isn't there a provision now for the 
beaches and parks to acquire land around reservoirs? Is that what 
you had in mind? 

MR, NESBIT: A.B. 261. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Is that what you have reference to here? 

MR, NESBIT: Reservoirs. Many of the waterways of the 
State, the 1100 miles of the ocean where it is not an area of park 
criteria, fishing area, access area, hunting road, access roads, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Really, then, this would apply pri- 
marily to the beach front, wouldn't it? Access to beaches? 

MR, NESBITT: Part of it, Senator, would be access to 
beaches, A good deal of it would be access to the river and bays 
of the State and a good deal of it to the reservoirs. 

Now, nobody takes care of the small local reservoir, There 
are some right in this vicinity and we have looked at them recently 
and there is no agency in the State Government other than the 
Wildlife Conservation Board, to my knowledge, who assists local 
government in developing these many small reservoirs which are 
being built annually and have a fine regional potential and good 


fishing. 


We have about 15 or 16 of these in the program now and 





there are a number of applications pending before the Board, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, one more question. On 
looking at the last sentence in your statement, "Development of 
these projects to be financed through regular Wildlife Conservation 
Board funds and maintained and operated by local governmental 
entities." Well, you don't do that with your Wildlife Board money 
now, do you? 

MR, NESBIT: Yes, sir. We do, Senator Williams, All Wild- 
life Conservation Board projects of a regional nature are operated 
and maintained by local government. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, don't you use licensed money to 
operate some of these projects? 

MR, NESBIT: No, sir, not the recreational type. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Oh, you mean just for the recreational 


type. You are tying this in, then, to the first part of your state- 


ment ? 


MR, NESBIT: Yes, sir. I'm not talking about fish hatcheries 
and waterfowl maintenance areas and streamflow dams and those type 
things, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any other questions of this 
witness? 

(No response) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, We appreciate 
having you here and having your valuable testimony. 

(Whereupon the witness was excused.) 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, Mrs. Morse Erskine, Would you be 





seated, Mrs, Erskine? Will you be seated and give your name and who 


you represent for the record, please? 


MRS , MORSE ERSKINE 


MRS, ERSKINE: My name is Mrs, Morse Erskine and I am the 
Secretary-Treasurer of the Council of Conservation and Planning Groups, 
I am speaking for our President Me] Scott of the City and Regional 
Planning Department of the University of California. He couldn't be 
here this morning, 

This citizen group is really a council of many conservation 
and planning bodies already existing in the Bay Area, 

We are particularly interested in regional parks which are 
the major lack in the Park System as it stands at present and the 
Outdoor Recreation Plan points that up. 

Our Council is a policy-forming group, made up of elected 
officials and citizens already active, You will be interested to 


know that through the activity of this group we have recently made 


a proposal to the Association of Bay Area Governments, that is called 


"BAG" that this new regional group of elected officials take leader- 
ship in developing a plan for regional parks in the 9-bay counties. 
They have decided to take this project as one of the first projects 
of the Association of Bay Area Governments, 


As the first step they have asked that about six of our 





county planning departments offer their chief consultant, their 
director, to make an inventory of existing regional parks in the 
nine bay counties, That is a first step. 

All those planning departments have acquiesced to this, 
This committee of experts, expert planners, is already set up and 
after they have used already existing studies like the rapid transit 
lands use plan which indicates the use of land in the nine counties, 

There have been other studies such as the University of 
California campus study and various business and pieces of plans, 
When they have utilized those to make an inventory they will recommend 
the next step in projecting a plan for regional parks and green belts 
connected with scenic routes in the Bay Area, 

We realize that when that is done, if it is done, that many 
of those areas will be of significance to the State for state parks 
as part of the total plan and for that reason we strongly endorse a 
bond issue of this kind on the State level. 

For a time the tideland oil funds were sufficient to keep 
our park system abreast of demands placed upon it. But for several years 
this has not been the case, We have fallen farther and farther behind 
in acquiring and maintaining our parks and supplying, in particular, 
regional parks close to dense urban centers, 

It would be repetitious to cite for your Committee facts 
on the projected population growth in California, You know these 
figures only too well. But while our state acquires millions of new 
citizens, in the years ahead, our land area, our lakeshore and sea 


Shore will not expand by one inch, We cannot afford to wait and 


gradually acquire what we need for parks and recreation or the land 
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will be gone or utterly prohibitive in cost. It is our responsibility, 


today, to acquire for the future through a bond issue, what the future 


will use and pay for, 


Actually, we have discovered that parks are good business, 
Yosemite generates wealth for Mariposa County, Parks attract visi- 
tors to California from all over the world, The recreation industry 
is the third fastest growing industry in the country, but it must be 
based on land and water to continue to produce and expand wealth, 
health, employment and happiness for our people. We urge your 
favorable action on the Park Bond Issue, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any questions of Mrs. Erskine? 

(No response) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Mrs, Erskine, We 
appreciate having you here and having your valuable testimony. 

MRS. ERSKINE: Well, thank you for the opportunity. 

(Whereupon the witness was excused.) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Is Mr. John T, Neavill here? I might say 
for the benefit of the people in the room that while the committee 
has heard much of the testimony before, nevertheless, we appreciate 
having it here, 

We have held one meeting, as I said, in Los Angeles and one 
in Sacramento, so while some of this may be repetitious, it is never- 
theless very valuable testimony and we appreciate you people who are 


taking part in our hearing here today. 





JOHN T, NEAVILL 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: You proceed now, if you will, please, 
Mr, Neavill. Give your name and official position for the record. 
MR, NEAVILL: My name is John T, Neavill. I am Legislative 
Committee Chairman of the California Park and Recreation Society, Inc. 
Mr, Chairman and Honorable Committee members: 
As Legislative Committee chairman of the California Park 
and Recreation Society, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before 
this committee on behalf of our membership which comprises over 


1,000 professional park and recreation personnel employed in cities, 


special districts, counties, school districts, hospitals, Armed 


Forces, as well as lay boards, commissions, citizen groups and others 
vitally concerned with recreation and park development in our State, 
This society has consistently supported State legislation 
affecting the development of parks and recreation beginning with 
State legislation resulting in the establishment of the California 
Recreation Commission in 1947. In 1957, the society took a definite 
stand in supporting the bill authored by Assemblyman Lloyd Lowery 
establishing the California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan Committee 
and used its good offices in interpreting the need for the plan on 
a local level, and in fact, gathered data which resulted in the 
Publication which defined recreation and park needs on a local, 


regional and statewide basis. 
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The proposed bond issue for the acquisition and development 
of state parks, recreational and historic sites is the next logical 
step in the implementation of the California Public Outdoor Recrea- 


tion Plan, We believe that, not only is the acquisition of land of 


prime importance for the needs of future citizens, but the development 


of existing park areas is also essential in providing for the needs 
of today's citizens. 

We further believe that an amount of money beyond the 
proposed $75 million would be approved by the citizens of the State 
if the legislation creating the bond issue included acquisition, 
development and a plan for an equitable state-wide apportionment of 
funds. 

Mr, Chairman, in addition to the written statement which we 
have submitted for your committee members, the California Park and 
Recreation Society wishes to compliment Senator Cameron for authoring 
the bill and for this committee for giving the citizens of California 
an opportunity to submit their thoughts regarding the proposed State 
bond issue, 

We particularly wish to emphasize that the society encourages 
the committee to recommend that a portion of the bond be allocated 
to development of both existing and newly acquired areas and, further, 
that a system of apportionment be devised to provide recreational 
facilities in impacted areas as well as possibly matching funds 
system of allocation for local open space acquisition and development. 

The society recommends that the California Outdoor Recreation 


Plan serve as a primary guideline in establishing a priority of needs, 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any questions of Mr, Neavill? 

(No response) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Mr, Neavill. Wwe 
appreciate having you here and having your testimony. 

MR, NEAVILL: Thank you, sir. 

(Whereupon the witness was excused.) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, I want to call on Mr. George L, 
Collins, Would you be seated, Mr. Collins, Give your name and your 
official position for the record and then you may proceed with your 


statement, copies of which we have here, 


GEORGE L, COLLINS 


MR. COLLINS: My name is George L. Collins. I ama resident 
of Marin County. I am appearing as a representative of the Marin 
Conservation League. The League feels that the California park 
and recreation movement is in critical need of the proposed bond 


issue, 


I am accompanied here today by Mrs. Richard M, Leonard, 


a leading conservationist with whom I have studied and discussed the 


proposed bond issue in preparation for this appearance. 
Mrs. Leonard and I have membership in the International 
Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, -- 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Just a minute, Mr, Collins. I understand 





the people in the back of the room can't hear, is that right? Can 
you talk just a little louder? 

MR, COLLINS: Is this better? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Can you hear that now, Mr .Kenealy? 

MR. KENEALY: Yes, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right, you may proceed, Mr. Collins. 

MR, COLLINS: Mrs, Leonard and I have membership in the 
International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, 
and we are working with that organization at this time -- I as 
Secretary-General of the Conference, and she as my chief deputy -- 
in preparation for the first World Conference on National Parks, 
to be held in Seattle next year. Of the one hundred and two United 
Nations countries, most if not all of them are expected to be 
represented at that conference, In fact, I was told last week that 
120 countries are expected to have representatives present. Of course, 


some of those are not members of the United Nations. The Conference 


program considers National Parks and equivalent reserves, including 


all categories of parks and recreation areas. In preparing the 
program we incorporated a section devoted to scientific, economic 
and cultural values, and we have recommended that the California work 
in the field of recreation economics be used as one of the out- 
standing examples of experience among leading parkmen in advancing 
the park and recreation movement, 

Some of the foreign countries that will be represented at 
the First World Conference are highly sophisticated in their work 


with parks and recreation; many of them are not experienced at all. 





But all of them are deeply concerned about parks, touristry and the 
cultural advantages of conservation, We can help them, Your work 
on the proposed bond issue is electrifying to all of us who are 
working on the World Conference, as well as on our state and local 
park efforts at home, 

I am particularly pleased to say that Mrs, Leonard and I 
only yesterday received a request from the World Conference General 
Chairman in Washington, D.C., to ascertain whether or not Mr. Charles 
DeTurk would be available to participate in the Conference section 
on scientific, economic and cultural values, 


The excellent discussion and explanation we heard during 


your hearing in Sacramento on November 29, regarding several of the 


vitally important economic and political considerations as between 
northern and southern park interests in this State, were impressive, 
We felt that the Committee showed a positive, realistic trend in the 
thinking among policy-makers toward balancing the allocation of money 
(that will be raised through the sale of bonds) among recognized 

park system needs. Obviously you recognized the large scale of the 
total money requirement for adequate park and recreation systems in 
California, 

You are concerned with the question of whether to enact 
legislation for a bond issue which would limit expenditures to land 
acquisition alone, or to create an authority that would provide for 
planning, and physical developments, and perhaps aid to local park 
authorities, as well as for land acquisition, Those are all valid 


Considerations in the face of the fact that California's recreation 





and open space needs now present a formidable challenge because of 
competition for land, and spiraling costs, which certainly have 
reached crisis proportions, 

On November 29, Mr. Champion and Mr, Warne took the adminis- 
trative position that it will be best to plan on limiting the use 


of the bond money to land acquisition, They would prefer to finance 


physical developments for public uses of the lands acquired through 


the regular or traditional general fund sources, Mrs. Davis, and 
others of the Committee, showed understandable concern, however, 
that on such a restrictive basis too long a lapse of time may occur 
between acquisition of land and the development of facilities, 

We suppose that if the bond issue will supply the funds 
needed for land acquisition, then, in the thinking of Messrs, Champion 
and Warne and other administrators, the amounts which otherwise would 
be provided for that purpose from general funds might be added to 
the allocations for physical improvements. 

The officials of the state departments and divisions most 
involved with the proposed bond issue are the people to whom we must 
look for the planning, programming and production of results 
under whatever legislation is finally enacted, and it was invaluable 
to have their views as we did on November 29. 

The value of the California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan 
is abundantly shown in the influence it has had upon all of us, 
officials and private parties alike, who are so seriously concerned 
with the park and recreation questions in our State, That plan, 


and the initial legislation, Senate Bill 602, are indispensable 





pivotal points of reference and departure in our thinking about 
legislation for the desired bond issue, and we want to offer our 
commendation to all of those whose skill, foresight and diligence 
have given us such splendid guides to the future course, 

Last Sunday we spoke over the telephone with Mr, Will Colby, 
honored past Chairman of the State Park Commission, Mr, Colby 
served our State Parks for many years, as you know, perhaps most 
notably during the first bond issue in aid of our State Park System 
land acquisition program, We reviewed with Mr, Colby the work back in 
the Twenties which led up to the passage of the bond issue of 1928. 
You will recall that it provided a fund of 6 million dollars for the 


acquisition of land, Every dollar had to be matched by public or 


private contributions, It took 8 years to raise and spend the 6 


million dollars of appropriated State money together with the equi- 
valent amount in matching funds. We know, as we travel the State 
today and see the parks we never would have gained without that first 
bond undertaking, that its results were and are magnificently grati- 
fying. 

The 1928 bond issue passed by a large majority -- three or 
four to one -- and we should remember that achievement if ever we 
begin to get cold feet this time as we exert our efforts toward 
repeating and amplifying the bomd issue procedure, next year, 

The 1928 bond issue did mot provide for the development of 
facilities, It was limited to land acquisition alone, Then, as now, 
the big problem was to get the land. But that was 1928, not 1962. When 


our first State Park was established, through the Yosemite grant of 





1864, we had only about half a million residents in California. 

In 1928 when that first State Park bond issue was passed we had 
about 54 million people, Recently California surpassed all of the 
States in the amount of growth since 1900, and as you know, we have 
today some 17 million people, with about a thousand more appearing 
from somewhere every day. That portion of our 17 millimpopulation 
that likes parks thinks and acts quickly, more quickly than was the 


case years ago with people, I'm sure, They are more mobile. The 


people want action, and we should develop our parks reasonably well 


as quickly as we can, 

Since we are thinking about the future now, and are trying 
to meet unprecedented public demands for out-of-door recreation, 
it mignt be wise to ask the people for a large enough bond issue 
to cover land acquisition and some of the most pressing minimum 
basic facilities too. 

Mr, DeTurk told us in Sacramento on November 29, as we 
recall his statement, that for the State Park System alone something 
on the order of 90 million dollars worth of lands are needed, and 
perhaps 40 to 50 miliion dollars worth of physical improvements. 

But the local park and recreation authorities need assistance too, 
as is well recognized in our State, and in all of the other States 
where the park and recreation programs are progressing. Why not ask 
for a large enough bond issue to provide for a reasonable amount of 
assistance for the local communities, counties and districts which 
might qualify, as well as for the State Park System? 

Mr. Colby told us last Sunday that the 1928 bond issue did 





stimulate higher fimancing of physical improvements from regular 


appropriations; and here again we must remember that Mr. Champion 


and Mr. Warne feel that with a substantial bond issue for land 
acquisition the development of facilities will naturally follow, 
But, some way or other, we cannot help feeling at the same time 
that im this modern age with people reacting so quickly, and with 
so many millions of people on the move pressuring us constantly for 
improvements, we might have to think about using a portion of any 
money available, for some of the necessary physical planning, and 
at least some of the needed minimum basic facilities -- for area 
access and utilization, and for life and property protection -- 
almost as a part of the main enterprise. In other words, it might 
have to come to a package arrangement or deal, 

Last year, as we all know, the State of New York passed a 
bond issue for th e same purposes we are discussing here today. 
Mrs. Leonard has been in communication recently with Commissioner 
Harold Wilm of the State Conservation Department in New York regarding 
their experiences, Dr. Wilm told her that no public hearings 
on their measure were held, mor were there any debates in the Senate 
or Assembly. They weren't necessary because the Legislature was 
already sold. The New York measure passed the Senate unanimously 
and there were only three dissenting votes in the Assembly. The 
bond issue, in the amount of 75 million, provides that 20 million 
shall go for lands for state parks, and that 15 million shall go 
for State conservation and recreation lands other than parks, such 


as Mr, Nesbit was just talking about, I think, and that 40 million 





shall go as grants to cities, counties, towns and villages for 75 


percent of the cost of acquiring local parks, if the local park 


authorities will guarantee the rest. 

The State of New Jersey followed New York with a 60 million 
dollar bond issue, Two-thirds of that amount is to be used for 
State parks, and the rest for cities and counties on a matching 
basis. Just a few weeks ago our City and County of San Francisco, 
by a majority of better than 2 to 1, passed the bond issue to finance 
the acquisition of Fort Funston from the Federal Government. Cer- 
tainly these are stirring times in the park and recreation business 
which, if they do not prove the economic feasibility of parks, 
certainly show that people want them, 

The California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan, among many 
of the excellent ideas it presents, stresses the need for greater 
local, County and community responsibility and participation in the 
park and recreation movement. 

In Part II of the plan, under Chapter 1 - Findings and 
Recommendations, the crux of one of our most important questions in 
relation to the proposed bond issue is setforth, where it is stated 
that Governmental jurisdictions other than the federal and state 
authorities should have the primary responsibility for provision of 
recreation areas and facilities to meet the day-use needs of their 
own people, 

The State Park System, on the other hand, is not established 
to meet this short range, large volume, local day-use need. New 


York and New Jersey, and probably other States, are recognizing this 





particular need with strong support from their State bond monies 


for counties and other local jurisdictions, If we try to make our 
State Park System supply other than the large, highly cultural 
kinds of parks and recreation areas that logically belong in that 
system, it will cease to be as much a State Park System as a 
catch-all for many types of areas, most of which would not belong 
under the State park planner at all. The proposed bond issue, if 
it could provide for reasonable amounts of assistance to local 
authorities -- as in the case of New York, New Jersey, and others 
through local recreation districts, the counties and communities, 
depending upon their ability for at least partial self-support -- 
would, we imagine, result in a tremendous, dynamic, activating 
purpose among the local people in supporting this whole relatively 
undeveloped field of grass roots participation in recreation and 
support for the bond idea, 

We might within a very few years look back with deep regret 
if we do not now provide enough money in our bond issue to make at 
least a serious beginning with financial support for local programs 
-- on a matching basis, or on any other terms that are equitable in 
given situations. School districts, water districts, and other 
bodies dealing with resources or utilities exist for excellent 
reasons. There is no excuse, as we see it, for continued delay in 
the establishment of park and recreation districts, also, so that 
state, federal and other agencies in a position to be helpful will 


have well organized local park and recreation districts or regions 


with which to do business, 





In my county over in Marin we have a fine recreation com- 


mission but it's not an organization that you could give money to in 


aid of any of our local park projects there. You have to go before 
the board of supervisors and there isn't a countywide recreation 
district established, The supervisors are busy with all sorts of 
things and we haven't yet been able to get ourselves organized so 
that you can deal specifically with parks and recreation even in 
my own county as objectively as ought to be the case by any means, 

It is our view, in conclusion, Mr, Chairman, that the 
legislation for the bond issue might very well provide for the State 
park land acquisition, planning and minimum basic facilities, and 
protection, Also it might certainly provide for support to the 
local authorities in accordance with a determination of their needs 
for help, and within proper limitations, of course. Such legisla- 
tion, I can add, would be a major inducement to private sources of 
support in supplying matching funds, and other help which many 
private sources of assistance can be made willing to give, But of 
highest importance, in our opinion, would be the encouragement and 
inspiration which all interests would have for the entire park and 
recreation movement in California through the share each group or 
interest would have in it. 

A 75 million dollar bond issue will not cover all that 
I have discussed, A 75 million dollar bond issue is not enough for 
even the State park program alone. Someone who is better acquainted 
with the whole situation than I am will have to decide the amount 
needed, but as one citizen - taxpayer I will vote for a 150 million 


dollar bond issue with better heart than I will for less. 





Thank you very much, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mr, Collins, Are there any 
questions of Mr. Collins? 

(No response) 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Collins, one question, please. You 


understand that in a bond issue you can get it so large that you might 


have it defeated at the polls or you might flood the bond market? 

MR, COLLINS: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: And then you also understand that if you 
don't have enough money in the original bond issue those that get in 
firstus get the mostus and the rest of them get nothing. 

MR, COLLINS: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: And the people might not be willing to 
vote another bond issue, 

Now, the Committee is torn between several fires in that you 
seem to have a very good knowledge of the situation by your paper 
and I just wanted to inguire of you if you felt that the 150 million 
dollars would do the job adequately, at least for the start of the 
thing or whether you felt it should be more than that, as I believe 
you state you feel the 75 million dollar bond issue would not be 
nearly enough? 

MR, COLLINS: My personal feeling, Mr. Chairman, is that 
the bond issue should permit a larger amount than we have been 
discussing and in Sacramento on the 29th of November I was greatly 
heartened by the interchange of discussion between some of the 


members of the committee and it was stated that 75 million dollars 





Thank you very much, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mr, Collins, Are there any 
questions of Mr. Collins? 

(No response) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr, Collins, one question, please, You 
understand that in a bond issue you can get it so large that you might 
have it defeated at the polls or you might flood the bond market? 

MR, COLLINS: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: And then you also understand that if you 
don't have enough money in the original bond issue those that get in 
firstus get the mostus and the rest of them get nothing. 

MR, COLLINS: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: And the people might not be willing to 
vote another bond issue, 

Now, the Committee is torn between several fires in that you 


seem to have a very good knowledge of the situation by your paper 
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members of the committee and it was stated that 75 million dollars 
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as a figure is something to think in terms of as a point of reference 
or departure; that it didn't necessarily serve as a limitation in 


any of the thinking, and I believe that from the international view- 


point that I have had to try to train myself to take this past year 


or sO, especially in working with the World Conference activity, that 
every country has -- well, let me put it this way -- many countries 
are not as large as California or no larger, and that is why we think 
of this state and the experience we are having, the work that is 

going on, as a great model to hold before almost all of the repre- 
sentatives from foreign nations that we talk to. 

Perhaps it's because we live here and we love the State and 
we Know more about it than we do any other, but all of the things 
that can happen to you in the park and recreation field seem to 
happen to us here in California, and when we talk to people from Japan 
and Thailand and the Phillipines and Africa and South America and 
all these other places, they want to know the answers to questions 
such as we are drawing forth, as Mr. O'Sullivan did this morning with 
Charles DeTurk; all very interesting and useful in formation that 
comes out of this sort of interchange. 

Well, I feel that this thing on a world basis is so enormous, 
so great, one of the top cultural callings of people everywhere that 
if it seems, if I have any skepticism at all about 75 million dollars 
being enough to cover the bases, sufficiently cover the bases, well, 
lam going to ask for far more than that, 

Now, I can't justify 150 million dollars on any tabulation 


that I could give you, I haven't gone into it. I am probably not 
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capable of it. But I am sure in my own mind from what I have heard 
at these hearings so far that we must have more than 75 million 
dollars to kick it off with, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Fine, Thank you very much, Mr, Collins, 


The Committee will stand recessed until the hour of 1:30. 


(Thereupon the noon recess was taken.) 





WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 13, 1961, 1:30 O'CLOCK P.M, 
---000--- 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Is Mr, Guidotti here representing the 
County Supervisors Association? Would you be seated, please, Give 


your name and your position for the record, 


E, J, GUIDOTTI 


MR, GUIDOTTI: Mr, Chairman and Members of the Committee, My 
name is E, J, Guidotti. I am presently and have been for the past 
20 years a member of my own county board of supervisors in Sonoma 
County. 

I am presently also Chairman d the Natural Resources Committee 


of the State Supervisors Association, 


We, I can assure you, appreciate the opportunity to appear 


before you to present some of our recommendations which were discussed 


and finally arrived at yesterday in a meeting of our committee here 
in San Francisco, 

In asking Mr. Nolder, our staff representative, to present 
those recommendations to you I would like to add that they are only 
Committee recommendations and our Board of Directors which they must 
be submitted to and will be presented to them in their monthly or 
Quarterly meeting at Los Angeles in January; they will be considered 


and we are sure will be approved by the Board of Directors. And if 





they should not be approved, we will certainly notify the committee 
of any change in finding by the Board of Directors. I would like to 
introduce Tom Nolder, the staff representative, who is here with me 
and then after he concludes giving the committee report which I have 
asked him to do, I would like to have just a moment or two of addi- 
tional time to present some of my own personal views because 1 do 
differ just slightly with the recommendations of the committee, 

I think one reason I probably have a little different opinion 


is that I have been on our county board of supervisors just about 


20 years now and then I happen to come from the area of my county 


which is a natural recreational area and possibly I feel a little 
vit different about this whole program than our other county super- 
visors, so I would like to present to you, then, Mr, Tom Nolder, who 
is our staff representative and services the committee. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Brown? 

SENATOR BROWN: What county are you from? 


MR, GUIDOTTI: Sonoma County, Senator Brown, 


THOMAS NOLDER 


MR. NOLDER: Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, 
ay name is Tom Nolder and I am here today representing the Natural 
Resources Committee of the County Supervisors Association of Oalifornia. 


This report of its views will be presented to the Board 





of Directors when they meet early next month in Los Angeles. 

In order that the committee may be made aware of our acti- 
vity in this field I would like to take a moment of your time to 
review some of that activity. 

In our work with the California Public Outdoor Recreation 
Committee and in reviewing its report, even prior to publication, 
it became shockingly clear that there was a great deficiency in 
the area of recreation in California. In order to determine what 
the Counties' responsibilities should be, a committee of professional 
recreation people, planners, and supervisors was formed under the 
chairmanship of Supervisor Guidotti and from their deliberations there 
was developed a set of County Recreation principles which were adopted 
by the Association at its annual meeting in Riverside County in 
November of 1960. The statement adopted is as follows: 

The Preamble reads: 

The role of government--at all levels--in recreation is at 


best loosely conceived and vaguely defined. 


With California's population slated to nearly double by 


1980, the time has definitely arrived when each level of government 


Should define, and be prepared to accept, a greater share of the 
total responsibility to plan for and provide recreation facilities 
and services to meet the growing demands and needs of the people. 
To this end, the County Supervisors Association of Cali- 
fornia commends the following principles as a guide to counties in 
Solving their recreation problems: 
1. Counties should encourage through planning, consulta- 


tion and other services as may be requested by local agencies, 





the provision of neighborhood and community recreation 


facilities and activities. 


2. Counties should take the initiative to encourage and 
assist in providing unsatisfied community and neighborhood recrea- 
tion and park needs, and to correspondingly recommend the means of 
financing such programming from the area to be served. 


3. County Government should be the primary supplier of 


day-use regional recreation facilities within the county, when such 


facilities are intended for use throughout the county. 

4, Counties should investigate the feasibility of utilizing 
the "user=pay" concept in meeting public demands for recreation. 

5. Counties should not offer property tax inducements to 
private recreation suppliers. 

6. When day-use recreation demand crosses county boundaries, 
voluntary intercounty cooperative agreements are strongly recommended. 
Legislation designed to force the formation of intercounty regional 
recreation administrations is both detrimental to home rule and fur- 
ther contributes to the fragmentation of local government. 

7. [In the event creation of a new unit of government is 
necessary to the effective and economical solution of regional 
recreation problems, the responsibility for government and adminis- 
tration rightfully vests in the elected county supervisors therein. 

8. Counties envision the State's role as a planner and 
coordinator of recreation to consist of making studies and surveys 
and long-range plans of recreational facilities; recommending a com- 


prehensive recreational policy for the State; and participating with 





federal, state, county and local governmental agencies in advance 


planning with respect to the development and coordination of recrea- 


tion facilities and programs. 

9. Local agencies requesting recreation services for 
unsatisfied community and neighborhood recreation and park needs should, 
first, make such requests to the county. In the event of inability to 
provide said services, the county shall forward the request to the 
State Division of Recreation. All such requests should, in any 
event, be restricted to those agencies lacking resources to provide 
requested services on their own behalf. 

10. When the character of State and federally operated 
recreation areas changes to day-use largely by residents of a given 
county, the State and Federal Governments should give consideration 
to offering such areas to county government for operation. 

ll. The Federal Government has responsibility for the 
preservation and development of areas that have nationwide natural 
or historical values, regardless of their location. 

12. The Federal Government should continue its cooperative 
planning with states and local governments for providing areas and 
Services primarily for persons on overnight or longer trips. 

13. All Federal land-holding agencies should establish 
general land-use plans, in cooperation with state and local govern- 
ments, to determine future long-range recreational uses and needs 
prior to making disposals or establishing irrevocable withdrawals 
or developments of public lands. 


From this we believe that there has been an awareness 
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created in the several counties as to both the current and the future 


problems as our population proceeds to double by 1980. 

Yesterday afternoon, here in San Francisco, the Association 
Committee gathered to discuss and develop recommendations of policy 
on the subjects which you have had under consideration in your hearings 
throughout the State. 

After a general discussion of the recreational needs, 
present and future, the Committee proceeded to answer some specific 
questions as to the bond issue under consideration. The first question 
which was answered in the affirmative was: If the Legislature in its 
wisdom decides to place a bond issue before the people should there 
be an amount included for local participation? This the committee 
felt was absolutely necessary in order to solve the over-all deficiency 
which now faces the people. The next hurdle to get over was a recom- 
mendation as to the total amount of the issue. In view of testimony 
already before your committee it would seem unrealistic to have that 
portion of the issue for state purposes less than 100 million dollars, 
and a conservatively realistic figure for local participation that of 
50 million dollars. Therefore, we will suggest that the Board of 
Directors recommend to the Legislature a total bond issue of 150 
Million dollars. 

The committee further feels that certain restrictions 
Should be placed on the funds derived from the sale of bonds. In 
View of the explosive population situation and the accompanying 
removal of land which should be placed in reserve for all the people, 


it was the feeling of the group that the 100 million dollars for 





state purposes be limited to acquisition. It has been capably shown 


by others testifying before you that unless this is done in the near 


future valuable properties which are needed for the program will be 
lost forever. 

There was an awareness that we could not, in the short time 
available to us, develop a complete formula for the distribution of 
the 50 million dollars for local participation but the following 
points should be incorporated: 

1. That no monies would be made available for any project 
not in the county master plan for recreation. 

2. That monies made available from the bond proceeds be on 
a matching basis. 

In addition to these points the group feels that language 
should be inserted to make it clear to the administrative departments 
that there is Legislative intent that any of the areas acquired by 
the state that are considered to be adaptable to Zone 1 or 2 activities, 
the state should enter into contracts with local jurisdictions for 
the development of the facilities. This would enable the people to 
use the area at the earliest possible time. 

In view of testimony presented to your committee at its 
November 29 hearing, the Association Committee yesterday adopted the 
following resolution to propose to the Board of Directors in Los 


Angeles: 


RESOLUTION RE STATE BONDS 
FOR RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


WHEREAS, The State of California, at great expense, has 
carefully assembled the California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan, 


which plan conclusively demonstrates the forthcoming critical 





deficiencies in recreational facilities throughout the state; and, 

WHEREAS, The existence of such deficiencies and the inability 
to remedy them from existing revenue sources at any level of govern- 
ment is now universally admitted; and, 

WHEREAS, The role of local government of California in 
providing and operating park and recreation facilities will become 
increasingly heavy in the years ahead; and, 

WHEREAS, There is now under discussion the authorization of 
a multimillion dollar bond issue by the State to acquire and to 
develop park, beach and recreational facilities; and, 

WHEREAS, The needs of the State Government itself in 
this field are great but the corresponding needs of local government 
are also great and of equal importance; and, 

WHEREAS, The development in the future of an unbalanced 
system of recreational facilities meeting but part of the admitted 
needs while totally neglecting the financing of equal needs would be 
a tragic development; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED By the Board of Directors 
of the County Supervisors Association of California at its meeting in 
Los Angeles on January 4, 1962, that any substantial issue of state 
bonds for recreational facilities purpses should provide for a 
balanced development of California's public recreational facilities 


by allocating a proper portion of the proceeds of the bond issue for 


the acquisition and development of recreational facilities by local 


government; and, 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Association expresses 
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reluctance to recommend to the people of California the approval of 
any large-scale bond issue for recreational facilities, without regard 
to the recreational problems of local government. 

MR. GUIDOTTI: Thank you, Tom. May I continue with my own 
remarks and then possibly you, Mr. Chairman, or other members may want 
to ask some questions. 

I would first like to point out very briefly that the Cali- 
fornia Outdoor Plan 4s prepared at State expense and adopted by the 
Legislature, I am sure, points up the responsibilities of local 
government. I think local government in California is willing to go 
along as they have previously indicated with the plan insofar as 
the responsibilities of the various local agencies who might be called 
upon to participate in this recreational progran. 

I mentioned at a meeting at Eureka before the State Recrea- 
tion Commission that I thought, of course, recreation covers a large 
variety of various things for people to do, but the only way we are 
going to be able to get county government, especially, I don't feel 
that I can speak for the cities or the other district setups, but 


especially from the angle of county government; that the only way 


you are going to get county government actually interested in California 


in this business is this outdoor recreational activity. 

Now, many of the counties, as you gentlemen know, in the 
northern part of the State have found their economy in such a situation 
that they just had to get into recreation to get those outside dollars 
Spent in their counties. 

Now, I would hesitate looking back over other programs that 


we have had wherein at least trying to provide these services that 





county government has the authority -- at least to provide -=- that the 
only way we were able to elevate the standards of what health depart- 
ments, county hospitals, highways, our county road system was by some 
sort of an incentive program due, of course, to limited tax base that 
county government has to look to for its revenue. 

Now, we, I think, through the State and federal governments 
have actually saved county government in California because if the 
property taxpayers had to pay the entire bill for all of the services, 
we say boards of supervisors are authorized under the law to provide, 
I don't think we would have any taxpayers in any of our counties to 
speak of. So I do agree that if we are going to have a statewide 
bond issue, not only from the practical standpoint but even from the 
political standpoint, that unless everyone who has been pointed out 
now as having some respmsibility to provide this recreational oppor- 
tunity throughout our state is going to share in some of the broader 
tax base monies to do their share of the development on some basis, 

I just wouldn't want to bet on what is going to happen to the bond 
issue, but I am sure, and I agree wholeheartedly and I would be like 
the gentleman -- I have forgotten his name -=- this morning, he men- 
tioned that he would like to make it a lot more than 150 million 
dollars, but I know we have to be reasonable. 


So, now I would close by just telling the members of the 


committee why I disagree with the committee recommendations insofar 


as the use of money that might come from a bond issue to local agen- 


Cles, and especially county government. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: WHICH COmmittee are you talking about 





now when you say you disagree with the committee's stand? 

MR. GUIDOTTI: Our own committee. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes. 

MR. GUIDOTTI: Of which I am chairman, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, I understand that now. 

MR. GUIDOTTI: ON THE ONE hand, then, in speaking of this 
proposed bond issue that might be 150 million dollars they say that 
the State should be restricted to acquisition only. A hundred million 
dollars, but when it comes to the other 50 million that we are talking 
about in our recommendation to go to local agencies on some matching 
basis, then they want development money. 

In other words, use that not only for acquisition but also 
development. 

Now, this would put whoever in the State is going to admin- 
ister the program that we are talking about, and even the local 
people, in a terrible situszion, because immediately you would then 
find county government thinking something like this. That "Well, now, 
look; here is two projects that we can probably get some state money 
to acquire and to develop, but this one over here is going to make 
more money for some reason than this one over here," so then it puts 
the decisions, in my thinking out of balance, and I am satisfied 
that if we could poll all of the supervisors in California that where 
We have not participated in the past in any such program outside of 
the Wildlife Conservation Board program that was talked about here 
this morning, that they would be satisfied in having their money 


restricted, especially if the State's money is going to be restricted 





pecause I don't feel we are in a position to tell the State what 


they should do with their money. 
SENATOR CAMERON: Mr. Chairman, I have a large number of 


questions. I think, though, in view of the other witnesses waiting, 


that I will either submit them in writing or in that period of time 
between the first of February and March we might be able to have a 
smaller session and go into this. I am interested and I have a number 
of questions, but it would probably take an hour or more to cover them 
so by not asking them it doesn't mean I am not interested. It means 
I just don't think we can do it now. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any other questions of these 
witnesses, either one of them? 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I have one question, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator O'Sullivan. 
BY SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: 
Q Either one of the witnesses, if the State puts up 50 milion 
dollars, how much do you figure that the counties would put into it? 
A (By Mr. Guidotti) Mr. O'Sullivan, it would be my thinking 
that if you are going to set up a matching program that you can well 
go back in order to make it acceptable, not only to, we'll say those 
who are going to administer the funds at the State level but even at 
the local level that are comparable to other similar incentive pro- 
grams. I have always referred to them and roughly on a 50/50 matching 
basis, 
Q Do you have a comment? 


MR. NOLDER: No, sir. 





Q 50/50? You mean you would put up 50 million dollars if the 
State puts up 50 million dollars, is that right? 

A Well, this would be individual counties matching whatever 
State allocations were made for acquisition in their own county. 

Q How would you feel about there should be some policy written 
into the bond bill as to the distribution of the money to local govern- 
ment? 

A Oh, on that particular point I just don't feel that I know 
enough about it, Mr. O'Sullivan, to say what should bedone. 

Q Do you have a comment on that? 

MR. NOLDER: Well, I think, Senator, from the Committee's 
report it is indicative that the accompanying legislation which I 
think is taking the form of Senate Bill 602 would have limiting 


language showing that none of these funds would be available unless 


the project appeared in a county master plan. 

Q Well, now, of course, master plan is something that the 
county decides upon, isn't it? I'm thinking of a policy from the 
State standpoint. I'll ask you the pointed question: Do you think 
we ought to write into the legislation a policy as to the expenditure 
of the money on the local level? 

A That part of the bond money which is, comes down from the 
State, I'm sure, you'll write restrictions in as to how it will be 
used. 

Q Well, I'm not so sure. I'm asking you whether your associa- 
tion has a position as to whether or not we should? 


A Well, the Association as a whole, does not in that they 
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haven't heard the report of this committee yet, but if they adopt the 
committee's report there are, I think, built in restrictions here as 
to who would be able to request funds from the State. 

Q You think we ought to put them in the bill? 

A You mean the bond bill itself as it appears on the ballot or 
on the accompanying legislation? 

Q The enabling statute. 

A That is our request of the committee to the Legislature, that 


these restrictions be placed in that form. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Thank you. That's all. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 

(No response) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, gentlemen. We 
appreciate having you here and having your testimony. 

(Whereupon the witnesses were excused. ) 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. David Brower? 


DAVID BROWER 


MR. BROWER: Iam David Brower. I am the Executive Director 
of the Sierra Club. I live in Berkeley. I was born there and never 
left home, 

I submit this brief statement as an abstract of the position 


of the Sierra Club on behalf >of its 16,000 conservationist members 





residing in California. Dr. Harold E, Orowe, Honorary Vice President 
of the club, has already appeared before you in Los Angeles to 


express the specific interest of members living in Southern California, 


We appreciate the reception your committee gave him and are grateful 
for the opportunity you have made available for a vitally necessary 
and dramatic attack on our State's growing park and recreation crisis. 
You have demonstrated that you know what Burnham was talking about 
when he counseled, "Make no small plans." 


Basically, we look upon the 1960's as the Decade of the Last 


Chance to Decide--specifically, the last chance to decide whether 
California is to remain the beautiful state we know today, or to be- 
come a state of mediocrity, sacrificing what it possesses which is 
unique for down-graded qualities that can be found in too many other 
places. We regretfully agree that "what we save in the next few 
years is all that will ever be saved." We need to exercise "retro- 
active planning,” as William H. Whyte, Jr., describes it: set aside 
quickly, while we still may, what we think the future will need in 
parks, recreation facilities, and open space -=- then rationalize 
at our leisure whether we were right. If we set aside too much, our 
children can correct that error, and at a profit. If we are too 
tentative, too timid, too bound up in all the semi-laws Parkinson 
has written about so vividly, then all the king's horses and men 
Will not be able to restore in California the grandeur we let slip 
through our fingers. 

From Marin County hardly a week ago we have strong indica- 


tion of local sentiment and its demands that scenic resources be 





protected. Other states have shown broad popular support. The only 


error we can make now is to try to do too little. 

We should like to expand upon this theme, with specific 
notes on areas where acquisition is needed most urgently, in the 
months ahead. We offer you our seventy years' experience and devotion 
to the State's beauty. 

I have just a couple of notes on that and then I will vacate 
the Chair, if you wish, to help you catch up on the schedule. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: That's all right. You take whatever 
time you need. 

MR. BROWER: One is that in looking over the California 
Outdoor Recreation Plan we are very impressed with the number of 
data that are made available, and I think that that plan itself has 
made it possible for you to come forward with a proposal, Senator 
Cameron, in particular that has become almost noncontroversial. 

I think that is the sensing I get from what these hearings 
have been, that the good work, the good preparatory work in gathering 
the data in the plan has allowed us to reach that point and bearing 
out Burnham's quotation which I just gave, "Make no small plans. 

They have no power to strike men's imagination." I forget just how 
it goes. I am mindful we might even take some of the projections in 
the Outdoor Recreation Plan of California and throw in one more 
factor. I am not too sure it is factored in in the projections we 
have, That is what would happen if a lot of people followed the 
electrician's model and ended up with a 20-hour week. I don't expect 


that is going to happen for very many people, but suppose the week 





continued to get drastically shorter as it has done in the last 20 


years. 
Suppose also, that somehow people got the idea instead of 


cutting down the number of hours per week they would save this extra 


day. Theywould work it but get a credit for it and in the end end 


up with an extra 52 days a year vacation, 4-day week. The 5th day 
would be taken at the end of the year; 52 days added to normal vaca- 
tions. 

This is not an impossible prospect. 

If this were to happen, in effect we would end up with 
sabaticals for everyone, not just University professors. 

As we look back on the work week I don't think this is at 
all an improbable theory. If it were to happen, what happens to the 
entire recreation habits of the State? 

What is now Zone 1 for us and Zone 4 for Los Angeles may 
be Zone 1 for Los Angeles. That is, they will be right up in our 
Redwoods in great numbers because it's very easy, very fast to get 
there. They can go to the farthest corner of the State in great 
numbers because they have this extra time to put together to go and 
stay for a long time. I expand on that simply because I think this 
Contest will show we cannot possibly make very much mistake in saving 
adramatic amount and really being very aggressive in our attack now 
that we have reached this point and are going ahead with dynamic 
Plans. 

I would like to leave for the committee file two books that 


I think might be valuable to look into. One is the latest publication 





of the Sierra Club, WILDERNESS-AMERICA'S LIVING HERITAGE. It just 
came out last week, and I would refer you while in town to the Cali- 
fornia Academy of Science's Exhibit of the same title bearing on the 
same theme. 

There are some pertinent contributions in this book to your 
own thinking, and I would refer particularly to some of the remarks of 
Justice Douglas, Senator Farr, of Harold Gilliam, our San Francisco 
journalist; of Edward Higbee, who is a professor of geography in 
Delaware and quite aware of what is happening in our planning. Of 


Joseph Krutch, one of our greatest writers; of Sigurd Olson, and 


particularly Catherine Bauer Wurster, one of the feminine planners 


of this country and Joseph Penfold, who is on the National Recreation 
and Outdoor Review Commission right now. 

The book is not totally about wilderness, but it does show 
the importance of wilderness. That is, the unspoiled country where 
God has still left a free hand, so to speak, the importance of wilder- 
ness to the quality of all our outdoor recreation. 

The other book is the best thing we put out so far. This is 
the "AMERICAN EARTH", Ansel Adams, and Nancy Newhall. 

This has been praised by the President, and it is the favor- 
ite reading of the Secretary of the Interior. It has won some very 
coveted awards; the American Library and the American Institute of 
Graphic Arts, but it speaks of the earth. It is talking about the 
very things you are trying to save in your dynamic program, and it 
So happens that since Ansel Adams is one of our own domestic products, 


one of the finest photographers in the world, 48 of the photographs 





in this are of California. 

I am pleased to leave these with the Committee for review 
at its leisure and would end on this one note; that perhaps as we 
look into the future and see the doubling of population by 1980, the 
doubling that doesn't, I think, delight everyone anymore in prospect, 
put looking upon it and see that it's a probability that is just about 
fixed, we see more and more California may lookto Central Park in New 
York as sort of a pilot project for what is going to become of this 


State as sprawl spreads out farther and farther. As the open space 


gets doubled up and paved over. I think in New York we have a wonder-= 


ful example of what good, agressive, big plans can do. 

A hundred years ago, a little bit more than that, through 
the vision of Frederick Olmstead, the same man who helped some of our 
early California planning a century ago, including the Tilden Regional 
Park Proposal, his dramatic proposal enabled the setting aside for a 
cost of five or six million dollars an enormous tract on Manhattan 
Island. I don't know who would want to make an estimate what it would 
cost now if it were covered with buildings or who would want to make 
an estimate of what that piece of open space is worth in increased 
property values all the way around. Those cliffs of apartments, the 
Windows upon windows, really the finest residences you can get on the 
island are those that are overlooking Central Park. 

New York has not suffered because it put that land, you might 
say, out of use, in the normal sense, 

New York has gained immeasurably. New York City, the most 


populated piece of land on earth,and I think if New York can do that 





on the most populated piece of real estate we know, California, with 
still an opportunity to go in and set aside big pieces of open space 
can really do it too. We will be much ahead in the years to come. 
If it takes an aggressive move now and figures out that the land that 
it sets aside in this way is not land that is not used but land that 
is going to be part of the souls and the hearts and the love of country 
of every person in the future, whoever comes to live here. 

Thank you very much, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any questions of this witness? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I have one or two here. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator O'Sullivan. 
BY SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: 

Q I take it that your position would be, Mr. Brower, that all 
this money should be spent for acquisition of open space? 
A We have not assumed a detailed position on percentage here. 
We favor a lot of emphasis on acquisition for various reasons, but 
it seems to me that one basic thing is just to project two different 
graphs ahead into the future. We know from the past what happens to 
land values, and I guess you have been hearing of the skyrocketing 
curves on land values ever since you have started taking testimony 
on this. So that any money that is put into that now is really 
money ahead for all the doubling of cost or whatever it is. 
Well -= 
(Interposing) On development. 


Q 
A 
Q I assume this. 
A 


On the other curve the money you put into capital development, 
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alas, is worth a little bit less each year as we go along. We cer- 
tainly realize there must be development. They should go hand in 
hand, but we think bond money is the money that should go for acqui- 
sition and we will qualify this a little bit. I know that -- 

Q (Interposing) What you are saying is you want it spent for 
acquisition? 

A We really want acquisition very much. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: One other question here. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Go ahead, 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: And the acquisition should be of 
scenic value, is that correct? That is your position? 

A Well, scenic, we like scenic resources and I think that this 
will be one of the highest priorities in any choice that we make, 
that the State makes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I'M NOT GOING TO ASK you the next 


question which is what is scenic? That might take the rest of the day. 


MR. BROWER: <A good subjective question. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Mr. Brower. We 
appreciate having you here and having your testimony. 

(Whereupon the witness was excused.) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Mike Pellock. Will you give your 
name, please, Mr. Pellock, and who you represent for the record and 


you may proceed. 





MICHAEL PELLOCK 


MR. PELLOCOK: My name is Mike Pellock and I am representing 
Merced County. However, I am in the unique position of living in 
another county, Mariposa County, in which county I am Planning Con- 
sultant to the Planning Commission and Parks and Recreation Commissioner, 


This testimony is in behalf of Merced County. 


We in Merced County have studied Senate Bill 602 and 1409 


with great interest and concern. 

We have always taken recreation seriously, devoted much 
time to problems concerning recreation, and spent considerable sums 
of money over the years to provide recreation for the residents of 
Merced County. 

San Luis Reservoir and the San Luis Forebay, being a part 
of the State Water Plan, are to be located in Merced County. 

Also, the Merced Irrigation District's Merced River Develop- 
ment Project, scheduled to start the later part of 1962, will pro- 
vide Merced County with two additional reservoirs, and two will be 
constructed in neighboring Mariposa Oounty. 

In addition, three State Parks are located in Merced County. 

Our deep concern, therefore, with respect to the above- 
mentioned Senate Bills, is rightly justified. 

The testimony which I am about to present has had the 
approval of the Merced County Board of Supervisors and the County 


Parks and Recreation Commission, 
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Senate Bill 602. Merced County wishes to be on record as 
favoring the passage of Senate Bill 602, in the form referred to the 
committee on governmental efficiency. 

We particularly want to emphasize, that we wholeheartedly 
favor expending the 75 million dollars as outlined in Section 5095.5, 


Chapter 1.5, that is, 50 million dollars for the acquisition of sites, 


including access thereto, and at least 25 million dollars for develop- 
ment of sites, 

Our reasoning with regard to the above is as follows: 

1. That land taken off the tax rolls, deprives the juris- 
diction in which it is located, of much needed tax revenue, 

2. Idle, undeveloped land in state ownership adds absolutely 
nothing to the economy of the area in which it is located or to the 
economy of the state. 

3. Nothing in theway of recreational benefits are realized 
from land set aside for future recreational development during the 
period that it lies idle and is in an undeveloped state. 

4. The real shortage of recreational needs for our people, 
we feel, is developed sites, be they scenic areas or those offering 
more active types of recreational opportunities. 

At the hearing held by this committee in Sacramento on 
November 29, last, several statements were made with regard to the 
inability of some State Parks to accommodate all those who wanted to 
use them, resulting in large numbers of people being turned away. 
the predominate reason given for this situation was the lack of 


developed facilities at these parks. 





If these statements are true, then a shortage of developed 
facilities exists, and the situation cannot be remedied by expending 
all of the 75 million dollars, as is proposed by some, for land 
acquisition alone. 

We well realize that a certain amount of land has to be 
acquired now so that it is available for use by our future generations, 
however, this theory and practice can be carried too far, so far as 
a matter of fact, that many of us living today will never have an 
opportunity to use those areas in our lifetime, whereas we could use 
more fully developed existing lands. 

Our feeling is that a larger portion of the land acquisi- 
tion burden should be shouldered by our future generations. 

We have a situation that exists in Merced Oounty today, 
that in part, bears out why we are concerned and take the stand that 
we do with regard to this problem of acquisition and development. 

As mentioned earlier, we have three state parks in Merced 
County, which are as follows: 

1. McConnell State Park - 75 acres (25% developed) 

2. George J. Hatfield State Park = 46 acres (40% developed) 

3. Fremont Ford State Park - 114 acres (0% developed) 

Fremont Ford State Park was acquired by the State in 1954, 


seven years ago. The 114 acres of land which comprises this park 


has been off the county tax rolls for seven years and consequently 
producing no tax revenue for the county. This unused 114 acres of 
land certainly hasn't been a boost to the economy of the county or 


the State during this seven-year period, and it hasn't relieved the 





present recreation need situation in any way whatever. 

In the previous California State Park System Five Year 
Master Plan, July 1, 1956 to June 30, 1961, there was listed a 
recommended expenditure of 104,700 dollars for the construction of 
50 picnic units, and parking spaces for 75 cars at Fremont Ford 
State Park = this to be accomplished during the period from 1957 to 
1961. No money was ever appropriated to accomplish this development, 
nor is any mention made of any proposed expenditure for any develop= 
ment at this park in the latest Program for California's Beaches and 
Parks, that is, the one mentioned in Senate Bill 602, which simply 
means that this 114 acres of StatePark land will be left idle for 
another 5 years - or a total of 12 years = producing no tax revenue, 
adding nothing to the economy of Merced County or the State of Cali- 
fornia, and adding nothing to the relief of the recreational needs of 
our people during this 12-year period. 

We in Merced County wonder with sincere concern whether 
this same situation exists in other parts of our State. 

If the Division of Beaches and Parks couldn't appropriate 
any money from 1954 to 1961 for development of this park, and make 
no mention of any proposed appropriations for it at all in the pro- 
gram for the next 5 years through the normal fiscal budgeting process, 
then it seems obvious to us that the place to get this developmat 
money is from a portion of the 75 million dollars bond money being 
proposed in Senate Bill 602. 

State Roadside Rest Program. Now, since the Roadside 


Rest Program was mentioned and talked about to some extent at the 





Sacramento hearing, we would like to add our comments on this subject. 

First of all, we concur wholeheartedly with the recommenda- 
tions outlined in the California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan, 
part II, and those made by Mr. DeTurk, at the November 29th Sacra- 
mento hearing regarding the Roadside Rest Program. 

Our specific recommendations regarding the Roadside Rest 
Program are as follows: 

1. The present State Roadside Rest Program, devised to 
relieve highway driver fatigue, and which is presently in moratoriun, 
should be reactivated as soon as possible. 

2. The assignment for implementation of this program, and 
the maintenance and operation of the facilities involved, should be 
transferred from the Division of Beaches and Parks, the present 
responsible agency, and assigned to the Department of Public Works, 
Division of Highways. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Pellock, I wonder if I could inter- 
rupt you for just a moment to ask the indulgence of the committee. 
Ihave a commitment very shortly and I am going to turn the meeting 
over to Charles Brown, the Vice Chairman of the Committee, and I will 
be back in the notetoo-distant future. Proceed now, Mr. Pellock. 

MR. PELLOCK: 3. Highway driver fatigue relief type road- 
Side rests should be incorporated into all new freeway and expressway 


designs as a necessary and basic safety feature, and built into all 


new freeways and expressway as an integral part of the basic facility. 


4. Immediately start a program for the adding of highway 


driver fatigue relief type roadside rests at proper locations, on all 





existing state freeways and expressways. This program should include 


among other items; (a) Master plan of total number of units and 


their locations, (b) Timetable for accomplishment, and (c) Cost of 


Program, 
5. Establish a well-coordinated working arrangement 


between the Division of Beaches and Parks and the Division of Highways 
so that the following can be accomplished. 

(a) Whenever possible, combine a highway driver fatigue 
relief type of roadside rest with a highway recreation type facility, 
where both coincide or nearly coincide, with respect to physical 
location, and where one would not have an adverse effect on the other, 
with respect to purpose and need. 

The resultant effect of this closely coordinated working 
arrangement between the two divisions should result in a decrease 
in duplication and overlap of effort, planning, land acquisition, 
services, and financing, and thereby effect a considerable saving in 
cost to the taxpaying public. 

6. All existing recreation facilities located on state 
highways, that presently are designated and being used as roadside 
rests, should be considered for inclusion in the State Roadside Rest 
Program, and in addition, state financial support should be provided 
for necessary additional basic facilities where needed, and for the 
maintenance and operation of the features of these facilities which 
are providing for our highway travelers, relief from driving fatigue. 

Senate Bill 1409. We wish it to be of record that Merced 


County recommends the passage of Senate Bill 1409 in the form referred 





to the Committee on Natural Resources, 

The evolution of travel by automobile and airplane has, 
without question, made it necessary for us to view recreational area 
usage, With respect to out-of-county recreation seekers, from a 
different point of view than heretofore considered. 

When recreation sites and facilities cross county lines, 
when recreation facility maintenance and operation problems concern 
more than one county, when the economy of one county is greatly 
affected by a recreational facility being located in another county, 
then it is unquestionably necessary to give very serious consideration 
to the forming of Multicounty Park and Recreation Regions and agencies 
for the administration of these regions, 

We in Merced County have been aware of the need for a 
Multicounty Park and Recreation Agency Law for some time. 

A check of Merced County's recreation study contribution 
to the California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan Committee, submitted 
in December of 1958, and comprising of 106 pages of all encompassing 


recreational data and statistics on Merced County, will show that we 


strongly favor the Multicounty Park and Recreatin Agency idea. Your 


attention is called to the Questionnaire Answers (SectiomC:) of this 


study. 

In behalf of Merced County I wish to express my sincere 
thanks to the committee for allowing us the privilege to present this 
testimony on the two important subject Senate Bills. 

ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any questions by the Committee? 

MR. GAFFNEY: I have a question. 





ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Mr. Gaffney. 
BY MR. GAFFNEY: 

Q You mentioned that the Roadside Rest Program should be taken 
away from the Beaches and Parks Commission and placed with the 
Division of Highways? 

That's true, sir. 

That's your recommendation? 

Yes. 

Well, as a point of information for you I might state for the 
record that the Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District had erected 
a rest-room facility at the Marin side of the Golden Gate Bridge. 
Then that whole territory was expanded and they made a wonderful view 
point facility there, but naturally, with the crowds that accrued, 
the parking space and so on of automobiles, the rest-room facilities 
were inadequate. 

The Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District asked the 

Division of Highways to erect an additional facility and they claimed 
it wasn't within their jurisdiction. At the request of the Golden 
Gate Bridge and Highway District I asked for a legislative opinion 
and the legislative opinion was an affirmative yes, that it was within 
the province of the Division of Highways to erect rest-room facilities 
on, adjacent and right-of-way concession of the Highway Division and I 
thought you could be aware of that situation and the committee aware 


of that, 


A Iam aware of that, sir. As a matter of fact, since the 


meeting in Sacramento when mention was made by a representative of 


the Department of Finance that a part of the monies that the State 





receives from our Federal Government is a part of the federal gasoline 


taxes. It is outlined in the federal bill covering that that these 


monies can be used for the purposes you outlined. 

However, it states that they may be used and it is, I 
believe, a decision that has to be made as to what these monies are 
used for. It has to be made by the Highway Commission and Department. 
In other words, they can be used for roadside rests. 


MR. GAFFNEY: Under the direction of the Legislature. 
MR. PELLOCK: Yes. 
ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any other questions? 


(No response) 

ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Thank you, Mr. Pellock., We are 
glad to have your testimony. 

Mr. Randal F. Dickey, Jr. Will you give your name and 


occupation for the record? 


RANDAL F. DICKEY, JR. 


MR. DICKEY: "My name is Randal F. Dickey, Jr. and I ama 


Director of the Regional Parks Association. We are interested in 


recreation and the preservation of natural scenery in the San Fran- 


Cisco Bay Area, 
We wish to lend our supportto the proposal of a state bond 


issue to round out the general land acquisition program of the 





Division of Beaches and Parks while there is still an opportunity to 


do this within reasonable values. 

More specifically, however, we wish to emphasize the need 
for additional funds to assist in solving the regional recreational 
crisis. In this regard, we refer to a 40-mile radius of metropolitan 
areas. It is within this area that the present and future recreational 
needs are the greatest in mass day use activity. It is here that the 
deficiencies are greatest in that the availability of regional areas 
or facilities is the least and the least has been done by the various 
governmental agencies having jurisdiction. Unfortunately, land 
resources are obviously the scarcest in this 40-mile radius and they 
are in the greatest danger of disappearance or encroachment by reason 
of urban sprawl. Furthermore, undue delay has been occasioned by the 
confusion of responsibility as to which agency or level of governmentad 
aativity is going to handle the problem. Apparently the present situa- 
tion consists of one in which the various governmental activities | 
which might act wait to see what the other group will do and conse- 
quently nothing is done. Unfortunately, the time has long since 
passed when government can continue to act in this manner and still 
expect to be serving in the public welfare. Each agency of government 
must do its share ina balanced effort to solve the entire problem. 
An unfortunate example of this nature is in Alameda County where the 
East Bay Regional Parks District is attempting to do the recreational 
Job for the entire county with insufficient funds. The Board of 
Supervisors is sympathetic but as yet has taken no action to alleviate 


the recreational problem within the county, either by financial 
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~ 


assistance to the East Bay Regional Parks District or by acting on 


their own. Alameda County has no county, park or recreational acti- 
vities other than those administered under the East Bay Regional Parks 
District. Alameda County, in fact,has no planning on the subject of | 
parks or recreation, nor has it even entered the field to the extent 
of urging expansion of facilities within the county by the East Bay 
Regional Parks District. 

We need more regional areas and facilities to keep the users 
within a logical or ideal distance from their homes and to keep off 
the undue pressure which now results in a lack of facilities on our 
more Wilderness type areas. Unfortunately, the lack of regional areas 
now causes the large use pressure on state and national parks and 
high mountain areas which were not established for that purpose and in 
effect is highly detrimental to such areas. Extreme pressure is 
also applied to private agricultural zones in an effort to satisfy 
the need for a mass regional recreation. These proposed regional 
areas would in effect act as buffer zones for our state and national 
parks. Someone must take the bull by the horns and get the program 
under way while there is still an opportunity to solve this problem 
and we believe that the responsibility for this lies with the State 
of California, as it may effect a coordinated balanced program of 
planning and financial assistance to local governments, primarily 
counties, on a multicounty basis. This affords the opportunity of 
coordinating the total regional needs, however reserving the adminis-~- 
tration of the various regions on a local basis. It is our under- 
Standing that the League of California Cities and the County Supervisors 
Association have policies based on the Oalifornia outdoor plan which 


Supports this coordinated plan with financial assistance. The major 





load initially would be on local government planning staffs and the 


state would only function as a coordinator, 

The need for a joint bond issue covering both state and 
regional needs is necessary in order to insure a balanced program. 
Perhaps the most important thing is to afford the best opportunity 
of getting such a bond issue through the electorate, and this can be 
done by presenting them with a balanced statewide program indicating 
just exactly just what the public is going to receive in return for 
its tax dollars, and we believe that a proper educational program of 
the electorate as to what the needs are and to what they would 
receive under the bond issue will assure its success. 

In summary, may we emphasize that the urgency of the matter 
cannot be overstated. The scarcity of recreational lands and the 
skyrocketing cost of such lands and facilities can no longer be 
ignored. Steps must immediately be taken to solve the crisis of the 
regional recreational need where 75 percent of the users of these 
areas would be from the nearby metropolitan areas, Data in the state 
outdoor plans strongly indicates that the state should not only 
carry out its responsibility to supply areas such as are within the 
State Park Program, the Water Program and the Fish and Game Progran, 
but it must also assume its obligation to coordinate the regional 
function for if they do not assume the initiative, no one else will. 
A financial assistance program is therefore recommended to get this 
under way, and one which will present the state on a multicounty basis 
with a concise regional recreation plan." Thank you. 

ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any questions by the Committee? 


(No response) 
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ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Thank you very much, Mr. Dickey, 


for your testimony and glad to have you here. 
MR. DICKEY: Thank you, Senator. 
(Whereupon the witness was excused. ) 


ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Mr. David Nelson. Give your name 


for the record, will you, please? 


DAVID NELSON 


MR. NELSON: My name is David Nelson. I am Assistant to 


the President of the San Francisco Maritime Museun. 


Our organization, which is devoted to the preservation of 


the maritime heritage of San Francisco, and indeed the maritime 
heritage of the entire Western slope, is perhaps more sensitive to 
the urgency of the need for funds to claim lands and historic areas 
in California for the people, than the average civic group. 

For the very essence of our Association is to gather 
together -- to save for future Americas -- to act on behalf of genera= 
tions yet unborn. And our group is indeed painfully aware of the 
rapidity with which historic artifacts -- pieces of the past -=- and 
even history itself -- slips away while we are yt planning to preserve 
it. 

But for the tremendous pressure of the people of the Bay 
Area to rush to the rescue of a decaying sailing ship -- the Balclutha 
would not be alive today. But for the forthright willingness of an 





enlightened group of legislators to support acquisition of important 
historic sites in California there would be no Hearst Oastle, no 
State Redwood groves, no Point Lobos or Big Sur. 


All of our great natural and historical acquisitions in 
the State of California have been made under pressure. 

There has been the pressure of the interested group. The 
pressure of a dedicated public official. But most usual -=- the great 
pressure of the pressure of time. 

For try as we will, we cannot apprehend the thief of time. 


Time steals our opportunities to save. It denies our opportunities 


to preserve and it cancels our opportunities to hold. 

This is the lesson that we in the San Francisco Maritime 
Museum Association have dearly learned over the years of our experi- 
ences, and this is the lesson that we would respectfully point out 


to this committee today, that time is no respector of persons, no 


respector of states or committees. History and natural beauty will 


wait only so long to be saved for the people and then it is too late. 
For while we plan to save the rugged coastline, the fine sand beach, 
or the historic site they are snatched away by the speculator or 
private entrepreneur or the man with the soft suede shoes, 

Measures to counteract the great thief of time have come 
from Secretary of the Interior Udall in offering land management 
programs to states for recreational purposes for $2.50 an acre. There 
was an effort made, there has been a continuing effort made, by the 
great public-spirited citizens who make up the membership of such 
groups as the Save the Redwoods League and there have been individuals 


who have been denied themselves in order that the state might be 
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made rich in its inherent beauty, but there is a limit to the scope 
of even such dedication. A point is reached when this is simply not 


enough, and especially in the face of the explosive situation which 


exists in our State today. With our growing population and the 
increase of leisure time in our State demanding more and more recrea-~ 
tional space with the economic reappraisal of the value of state parks, 
monuments, and historic areas to communities; with the new opportuni- 
ties for outdoor activities being created by the State Water Plan; 

with the skyrocketing of prices while we plan it is mandatory that 
quick and direct action be instituted in magnitude with this tremen- 
dous need. 

As preservers ourselves, our group feels that there is 
probably no better way to solve this monumental statewide problem 
than to turn to the people themselves for the answer. 

Records of Park bonds show that these issues are popular. 
In San Francisco itself, one of the largest bond elections of recent 
years was a $7 million park issue that passed with a resounding 
majority. 

I urge then, that this Committee consider carefully the 
great opportunity it has to serve the people in this more rewarding 
field of natural resources, 

And after consideration, to turn diligently to the task 
of recommending the machinery which will return to the State those 
things which truly belong to the people -= the lands amithe heritage 
of California. 

ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any questions of Mr. Nelson from 


the Committee? If not, thank you, Mr. Nelson. 





(Whereupon the witness was excused.) 


ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: We will call Mr. Jess Drake. 


(No Response) 


ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Mr. Ralph H. Shaw? Give your name 


and occupation for the record, Mr. Shaw. 


RALPH H. SHAW 


MR. SHAW: My name is Ralph H. Shaw. My occupation is 
Director of Parks and Recreation for San Mateo County. I am here 
today as a Legislative Chairman of the California Park and Recreation 


Association of Parks and Recreation Administrators of California. 


My legislative committee is made up of Norman Johnson, Director of 


Parks and Recreation of Los Angeles County; Robert Amyx, Director of 
Parks and Recreation, Santa Clara County; Herb Evans, Director of 
Parks and Recreation, Kern County; Len McVicar, Director of Parks 
and Recreation, Fremont. ‘So you will know just a few things about 
our organization we consist of 550 people of administrators in the 
parks and recreation field in the State of California and our departe 
ment represents about 12,000 employees in these various departments. 

We present the following testimony to your group and we 
appreciate the privilege of being here to testify. 

ACTING CHAIRMAN BROWN: Go right ahead. 

MR. SHAW: "The Legislative Chairman and Committee of the 


California Association of Park and Recreation Administrators submits 





the following testimony. 
We agree in principle to the submission of a state bond 


issue for the acquisition and development of beaches, parks, recrea- 
tional and historical sites. However, there are several suggestions 
that we submit and believe will help a bond issue to succeed, 

We recognize and know that due to the growth of California 
the paramount need relating to the welfare of the people of Cali- 
fornia in this field is the acquisition and development of land lying 


adjacent to metropolitan areas. These lands and their development 


are of immediate importance. Unless these lands are acquired within 
the immediate future, they will be beyond acquisition by public juris- 
dictions due to increasing values and scarcity. Unless some concerted 
effort is made to acquire lands and develop them for recreational 
purposes, they will be overrun by improper land use, lack of plan- 
ning, congested housing programs, and other uncontrolled developments. 

We in the parks and recreation business know of these 
conditions and bring this to your attention in good faith realizing 
that the sound planning and aesthetics of a metropolitan area, con- 
servation, and development of parks in the State is needed. 

We realize that to pass a bond issue of the proposed magni- 
tude the concurrence of the people of the State of California is needed 
ina program which is of statewide significance. We have mentioned 
the metropolitan area. However, we do not feel that the concept of 
@ bond issue should involve only the metropolitan area. It should 
also be far-reaching enough to cover the outlying areas of the State 
for which provision should be made for acquisition and development. 


A number of movements are taking place involving studies of metropolitan 





areas within the State which propose to provide a comprehensive 


program of metropolitan planning such as open spaces, parks, and 


recreational and historical sites for day use. This is of immediate 
concern, and, we feel, should be brought to your attention. We 
realize that the bond issue should include provision for sufficient 
sums to meet the acquisition and development of well-planned regional 


metropolitan areas. 


We, therefore, request that you consider and make a part of 
the proposed bond issue 

(1) Funds to be allocated for development and 
acquisition oflands within or adjacent to metropolitan areas; 

(2) Funds be set aside for the acquisition of additional 
state park lands throughout the State, and 

(3) Provision for these funds be made available for 
the development of the proposed acquired lands and the existing 
parks so a solid acquisition and development program is carried forth 
on a balanced program rather than a strictly acquisition program 
formula, 

It is proposed by this organization that a program of 
acquisition and development of lands within or adjacent to metropolitan 
areas be paid from bonds funds by the State of Oalifornia. The opera- 
tion of these areas would follow the "home rule" policy in that they 
would be under the jurisdiction of the local agency. 

It is common knowledge that there is a need for providing a 
method of expending state funds more expeditiously. Red tape, 
maneuvering, and many other delaying procedures have hindered the 


State of California to the extent that many thousands of acres of land 
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It is our suggestion that once bond issue funds are 


have been lost. 
available, that provision be made to expend them without the delay, 


confusion, and interruption that has existed in the past. 

We submit the above with deep sincerity and with the objec- 
tive of a well-balanced program encompassed in a state bond issue 
for the welfare of the people of the State of Oalifornia," 

VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Thank you. Any questions by the 


committee? 
(No response) 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: If not, thank you very much, 
MR. SHAW: Thank you. 
(WHEREUPON the witness was excused.) 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: We have Mr. Henry Loretz. Will you 


give your name and occupation, please? 


HENRY LORETZ 

Mr. Loretz: My name is Henry Loretz. I am Secretary of 
the Associated Sportsmen of OJalifornia and have been authorized to 
appear and testify in behalf of our parent organization the California 
Wildlife Federation, an organization composed of over 100,000 Cali- 
fornia sportsmen. Both the Associated Sportsmen of California and the 
California Wildlife Federation wish to be recorded as favoring 
Senate Bill No. 602 relating to a bond issue for the acquisition and 
development of beaches, parks, recreational and historical sites. 
Provided that considerations be included in the content of the bill to 


assure the sportsmen of the protection of their recreational interests. 


The sportsmen recognize only too clearly that the population 





influx of this State is constantly imposing more and more limitations 
on their recreational facilities. We realize that any legislation 
making available more land for recreational purposes is security for 
the future of the sportsmen, however, if this legislation is dis- 
criminatory, as it is presently, where state park regulations place 
certain prohibitions on dogs, camping, hunting, etc., then we feel 
we cannot support same. We realize that we are considering only a 
bill relating to a bond issue at this time, but it is imperative that 
the rights, privileges and heritages of the sportsmen be, known and 
recognized. 

Gentlemen, in explanation of this, it is a conditional 


report that I have made to you. We are very much concerned of what 


might happen if the parks and beaches take over a lot of this unused 


land which they will have on theirhands. They can't possibly use all 
this land in the immediate future. It may be 12, 14, it may be 15 
years before they make use of it and meanwhile, we certainly would 
like to have the right to hunt on that property. We have the right 
at the present time and we feel that there should be no change in that 
and if it is at ali possible in the bond issue itself, we wouid like 
to have a provision made to that effect, that we will have that pro- 
tective right to shoot on these grounds that are not used in the imme- 
diate future, providing, of course, it is done under safety conditions 
prescribed by our Fish and Game Department. 

I don’t believe that we are unreasonable in asking for 
that request. 

As you gentlemen are aware, each year more of our people 


go tc other states to shoot, like Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, and that 





sets up an economic situation that hurts business and sportsmen alike. 


We are losing too many people going to other states. 


Now, we can hold them here and here is an opportunity, the 


way we look at it, to keep these lands and there will be a lot of it 


for our use. 
Thank you very much for letting me appear before you. 


VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any questions by the Committee? 
(No response) 

VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: If not, thank you, Mr. Loretz. 

MR. LORETz: Thank you very much. 

VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Glad to have your testimony here. 
We have sylvia McLaughlin. 

(No response) 

VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Mr. H. ©. Hornbeck? Mr. Hornbeck, 


will you give your name and occupation? 


HULET C. HORNBECK 
MR. HORNBECK: Hulet C. Hornbeck, 16 John Muir Road, 

Martinez, Caiifornia. I am here as an individual at this time. I am 
going to speak just for a short bit on the need for state land acqui- 
Sition near popuiated areas to support a purpose beyond that of recrea- 
tion. I am doing so specifically in terms of Mt. Diablo. You have 
heard quite a bit this morning regarding Mt. Diablo, and, therefore, 
you do have a reasonably adequate frame of reference. I am meaking 
also as an individual and a Lt. Col. in the United States Air Force 


Reserve who is very concerned regarding our Nation's future and welfare. 


That you are here considering, in effect, what lands in the State of 





GOalifornia shali be removed from the public tax rolls indicates that, 

contrary to the claims of those who advocate total public ownership 

of lands, economic factors do not guide our considerationsexclusively. 
Contra Costa County's population of 1 million within 20 

years Shall consume Mt. Diablo if the land is subject solely to 

economic forces, The acquisition of the mountain slopes for public 


use is too large a responsibility for municipalities or counties, and 


belongs not to the federal government but to the State. Ten to twelve 


thousand acres is a minimum acquisition needed to preserve the import 
of the park and the character and the significance of that mountain. 
The crowding of our population and overcentralization of 
living created a mass criteria that deadens individualism and subor- 
dinates the spirit. 
Our young men and young women are the core of the matter. 


In the shelter society provides, our youth are seduced by ease and 


plenty, tyranized by rule and regulation, and then plunged into adult- 


hood. Many of our youth meet responsibility for the first time at 
adulthood and fail the test of independence. Their cumulative failure 
is our national loss. What wiil be the destination of our culture if 


our state planning does not aim to better the welfare of the United 
States? 

The culture of the West and, in fact, our survival, require 
a constant outpouring of youth into mature adulthood, possessing a 
free mind and spirit. 

It is one of the challenges of our age to provide leadership 
to that end and when I talk of Mt. Diablo the aim is greater than 


immediate local Chauvinism. social planning at the state level can 





no longer ignore the Nation. 


Now, one means of countering the effects of concentration 


of population upon our children and youth to provide an area, in 


their midst, in the area in which they live where they can realize 
their identity and the challenge and the influence of nature. An 
adequate Mt. Diablo State Park can fulfill that purpose. 

Every county does not have a Mt. Diablo. But each populated 
county must find its Mt. Diablo as one means to maximize our culture 
and firm our human resources to the challenge of tomorrow. Thank 
you. 

VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any questions? 

MR. GAFFNEY: I have a question. 

BY MR. GAFFNEY: 

Q Is there a concerted movement in the area of Mt. Diablo to 
have this area included in our plan? 

A Senator -= 

Q (Interposing) Thanks for the compliment. I'm only an Assem-~ 
blyman. 

A An Assemblyman? To give you my background I have lived in 
the State of California but four years. I have lived in Contra Costa 
County that period of time. In that four years I have seen a very 
fast-growing effort on the part of those citizens who do have a 
certain awareness to give great cognizance to Mt. Diablo and this 
feeling is increasing. 


Q I see. 


A It is increasing in your various service organizations. You 





will find there are speakers who are speaking in connection with 


this mountain area, 


It is really only recently that they have become aware that 


not all of this mountain is a state park and as they view this 


really a magnificent mountain and this silhouette, they have thought 
this all belongs to the people, and we have access to it and if we 
don't use it today we'll use it next year. 

Q Is it now a regional state park or rather a local park, or 
does the State have any part of that acreage at the present time? 

A The State has 2,000 acres at the present time in the State 
Park System. The State has several hundred other acres in ownership 
where the fee bdongs to the state. 

Q And you think the State should expand that to a point of how 
many acres? You mentioned that in your manuscript. 

A The thinking has been that the park should have a minimum 
additional increase of acreage of 10,000 to 12,000 acres, 

Q What would be the ultimate? Would that foreclose any possi- 
bility of subdivisions on the particular slopes of scenic interest? 
Is that your point? 

A The pointis that the State having title to that property would 
foreclose the utilization of those portions of land for subdivision 
or other private construction or use. 

Q And such subdivision would cut off access to this spot of 
beauty, is that your point? 

A Such subdivision would further cut off access. It's quite 
interesting that when you go to hike on this mountain you cannot 


enter from virtually any direction whatsoever at this time without 





becoming a trespasser or without going to considerable personal 


endeavor to obtain permission on the part of property owners. Your 


only access, your primary access is by a read easement to the top of 


a mountain and then hiking from the top of the mountain down and then 
pack up to your vehicle but not access from any of the perimeter of 
that park at this time. 

Q Did you see the beautiful picture that was passed around to 
the committee this morning, the photographic study of that mountain? 

A Yes, I was here at that time. 
Did you also know the mountain was named after 


Q Very glorious. 


the devil himself? 
A Well, we are going to try not to follow that precept. 


Q Weil, you seemed to be a newcomer here. The early Spanish 
ranchers would miss their sheep at night and they couldn't find out 
what happened and it was just as if they disappeared from the earth, 
and they figured it must have been the devil himself, so they named 
the mountain after the devil. 

It's a beautiful mountain, 

A Incidentally, talking about the name of the mountain, the 
mountain has given name to many organizations, activities, and entities 
in the Contra Costa area. Many have the name, either Mt. Diablo or 
Diablo, and it is the feeling of many of us that this mountain, and, 
therefore, this name will lose its import if steps are not taken very 
soon to preclude this private development. 

I might add that I have talked personally with the -- and 


this can be a matter of record -= with the Assistant to the President 





of Castle and Cooke, the corporation mentioned earlier today out 


of Hawaii who own substantial property on that mountain, whereas 


many acres of their property will undoubtedly be without the area of 


the 10 or 12 thousand acres that I referred to. The acreage that are 


within that area could be considered by the State and it is very 

possible that arrangements might be made, friendly arrangements, 

voluntary arrangements, for the incorporation of some of that acreage 

the state park, 

fhe feeling of these people is that they do not have to have 

all of this land go to private use. They are undoubtedly -- they are 

business people and they are interested in market value, 

Q If some action is not taken possibly we will lose it, the 


same aS we lost Muir Woods if we had not had private philanthropy 


and local and state action on that? 
A The feeling is once private ownership begins, construction 
on any one of the five or six or seven major areas of those mountain 
lopes, that once that construction begins, then there will be a sube= 
Sliding of interest in terms of creating additional state park. 
Thank you very much, 
Any other questions? 
fnank you, Mr. Hornbeck, 
lhenk you, gentlemen, 

(Whereupon the witness was excused. ) 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Mr. Don Vial? 

(No response.) 


VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: He is not here at the present. We 





expect him shortly. Is there anyone else who would like to make a 


statement? 
MR. BRAMHALL: Mr. Chairman, I -~ 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: (Interposing) Come up here and have 


FRANK BRAMHALL 
MR. BRAMHALL: Mr. Chairman and committee members, I am 
Frank Bramhall, Superintendent of Recreation from the City of San 


Jose and welcome the opportunity to appear before the committee to 


speak in favor of a bond proposal that will be all encompassing and 


will include, in addition to the acquisition of land and development 


by the State, provision for assistance to the local levels of govern- 
ment, particularly in the metropolitan areas of this state where you 
have the heaviest concentration of population. 

We don't have a Mt. Diablo in San Jose, but we do have a 
Coyote River Valley which we have proposed the State include in its 
State Park System. It's a 20—mile river valley completely natural, 


at the present time is completely undeveloped as to housing or any 


type of commercial development and will be anchored on the northern 

end by a city of San Jose large city park of 300 acres. The city and 

the county, the City of San Jose and the County of Santa Clara have 

acquired several additional sites, park sites, along the river valley. 
This might all be tied together and go to Anderson Dam. 
Another park facility that has been proposed to the State 

to be included in this 20-mile parkway or river valley park. At the 


present rate of development in the next three years I would guess this 





might be completely developed at the rate of present development in 


Santa Clara County. It is completely natural now and has been held 


this way because of action of the City of San Jose Planning Commission 
and the Santa Olara Planning Commission that has not as yet permitted 


any type of housing or commercial development to occur. 
It would provide for marvelous outdoor fishing, hunting, 
poating, camping, cycling, horseback riding; about any type of acti- 
vity that people of California pursue today could be undertaken in 
this area and I should like to urge that the committee consider very 
definitely the balanced program of state land acquisition and develop- 
ment by the State Park Division but certainly give aid to the local 
jurisdictions also. Thank you. 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Are there any questions by the committee? 
(No response) 


VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: If not, thank you very much for your 


testimony. 


I think we have Mr. Tom Harris who just came in. Would you 


like to make a statement? 


THOMAS HARRIS 
MR. HARRIS: Thank you. Senator, and members of the committee, 
hy name is Thomas L. Harris of the California Teamsters Legislative 
Council. I am sorry it was impossible for me to be here through the 
morning's hearing. We do want to make two points in support of these 
proposals for redevelopment of parks and recreational centers, 
First, it is a rather narrow and selfish point, if you like, 


that as teamsters such development means a few jobs for a few members. 





The more important and broader point is that as citizens 
of California with a quarter of a million members not located in one 
area but spread in every sizeable community throughout the State as 
citizens, residents in California, we want to see the amenities and 
peauties and recreational facilities of the state developed. 

That is very general, but I think it adequately represents 
our interest in this proposed legislation. 

Thank you, sir, for permitting me to testify. 

BY VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: 
Q I take it you are in favor of the bond issue? 


We are in favor of the bond issue, yes. 


A 
Q That is what I wanted you to say. 
A 


All right. I've said it. 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any questions? Mr. Gaffney? 


BY MR. GAFFNEY: 
Q Speaking for labor, you possibly visualize that with automation 


and it will be a boon to mankind instead of a curse, but it will also 
bring in more leisure time to menand women and also those on the farm 
and, therefore, the park and recreation program is very close to the 


heart of organized labor and all labor? 


A That is undoubtedly true, that with the increase of leisure 
by shortening of hours or the earlier age of retirement these facilities 


become of even greater importance to organized labor, the average 


citizen. 


Q And also along the philosophy that an idle mind is the devil's 


workshop and there must be play as well as work, is that it? 





A You're leading the witness very adequately, thank you, sir. 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Thank you very much, Mr. Harris. Glad 

to have you here and your statement. 

Is there anyone else in the audience who would like to make 
a statement? 

(No response) 

VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: We have a witness to appear at 3:30. 
We will recess for ten minutes. 

(Whereupona brief recess was taken.) 

---000--=- 


(After recess, the following proceedings were had.) 


VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Mr. Vial. 


DON VIAL 
MR. VIAL: I'll identify myself for the record. My name is 
Don Vial. I represent the California Labor Federation A.F. of L. 0.1.0. 
My position is Administrative Assistant to theSecretary-Treasurer, 


Thomas L. Pitts, and Director of Research. I will be as respectful 


of your time as possible. I know it has been a long day. I merely 


want to point out our extreme interest in coming to grips with the 
recreation problem that we face in California in the period ahead. 

I think those that have testified this morning have amply 
pointed out that growth in this State requires that we move ahead in 
planning for recreational development. 

However, I think that there is something more involved in 
this than just growth. I want to point out this fact because I think 


it is important in determining the amount, the level of priority you 





are going to give. You may wish to give priority to recreation develop= 
ment in the State. It is not only growth, it is the kind of growth 
we are having in California and the kind of society that is developing. 

It is the society that is characterized by increasing techni- 
cal efficiency, by new methods of production. 

It's a complicated industrial society whereby the needs for 
recreation, not only increase proportionate with growth, but in greater 
intensity because of the nature of our development, but we need more 
outlets for recreation from the rigid procedures we follow in the work- 
shop today and it is this reason that in California the Labor Federa- 
tion is so anxious to have some planning in the future with regard to 
our recreational needs, 

As to the bill itself, we look upon it as a state program 
and one, perhaps, which should include more in terms of meeting the 
recreational needs of some of our regional recreational needs. 

However, the bill is drafted, as I see it, to the State 
needs and I think as such it is a minimum type bill in terms of the 
money that is made available. 

However, in spending this kind of money in the acquisition 
of sites we think it is important that we do this with careful plan- 


ning, recognition of the type of facilities which we want to develop 


for our people and I think this morning's testimqny, in this morning's 


testimony Senator O'Sullivan did some penetrating questioning on the 
procedures that should be followed in selecting our sites, and I think 
that this is something that the Legislature would want to give very 
careful attention to because as we proceed with recreational develop- 


ment the one thing we must guard against is the influence of speculation 





in that kind of development, and this is not only true of state recrea- 
tional developments, It is true of recreational development on the 
regional level and now I notice this subject of regional recreational 
development is something, as a subject, unto itself, and probably 
should be handled in a separate hearing. But I do want to say this 
about it, if we are going to come to grips with the regional recrea- 
tional requirements of this State as it grows we must also come to 
grips with problems of land speculation, and this, I think, is evident 


in the metropolitan areas of California as you go through them and see 


the kind of development that we have had in the past 10 years and we 


can project in the future the kind of population growth we are going 


to have in Oalifornia, and if we allow it to continue in this fashion 
without planning, without planning ahead for our regional needs in 
preserving green belts and facilities, then we are asking for trouble, 
the kind of trouble that we will be ill-prepared to meet in an advanced 
industrial society that requires ever more facilities for recreation. 
Thank you. 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any questions of the committee? 
SENATOR ARNOLD: I have a question, Mr. Chairman, 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Go ahead, Senator Arnold. 
BY SENATOR ARNOLD: 
Q Have you thought anything about what the maximum amount might 
be of a bond issue? 
A No, I'm not that well acquainted with the plans to be able to 
Speak with any authority on this. It seems to me that we are growing 


at such a pace and because we are growing at a pace without what we 





pelieve to be sound planning for state growth, we find ourselves in 


the position that we must move out and save lands from being gobbled 
up in haphazard development which we would suffer from in the future. 
And I think it has to be taken into consideration in a bill like this. 
If we had some kind of a state development plan as the Legislature 
mandated should be the case in 1959, if we had this kind of a plan 
and we were able to say, "These are all the areas of the State. This 
is how we are going to develop them. These are our resources and this 
is where we want recreational facilities." If we had such a plan 
before us, a coordinated plan, then I think we would be in a better 
position to pick our sites very carefully. 

However, under the circumstances of less than this type of 


state development planning we must at the same time guard our future 


by at least picking up those lands which we think will be of benefit 


to us for recreation and keep them out of the kind of development we 
have seen in California today. It is a real problen. 

SENATOR CAMERON: Just one question to make it clear. 

VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Senator Cameron. 

SENATOR CAMERON: You don't propose holding up any acquisi- 
tion until we have an integrated statewide plan? 

A No, I don't think this was the point I was trying to make. 

We can't hold up. It would be desirable if we had this type of plan- 
ning but the fact we don't have it makes it all the more urgent we 
do something about acquiring the lands we need for future recreation, 


and this applies not only for the State as a whole but also for recrea= 


tional development. 





VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any more questions? 
SENATOR QUICK: Yes. 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Senator Quick. 


BY SENATOR QUICK: 
Q May I get this straight? You are in favor of acquiring land. 


Do I understand that you are in favor of developing this land at the 
same time and make provision for the development of it or by it and 
hold it for 20 years and then see what we wantto do with it? 


A Well, of course, we want the land to be developed as it is 


needed for recreation facilities. However, in a state that is grow-. 


4 


ing as fast as ours, sometimes it is necessary to move in and pick up 


land and reserve it for recreation when it is needed, and if you don't 
do it now, then it goes into private ownership. 

It might go into private ownership and speculation might 
set in and the price might go up and up and up and you will have to 
face this problem eventually. 

Q I appreciate that. It seems to be the concensus of a lot 
of people, but the development of it has also been kicked around 
considerably. 

A Development is urgent. We are not saying to buy land at the 
expense of those facilities we need. We are saying we need to do both 
and we are saying that the social need for recreation is such in our 
society that we really have no alternative but to go ahead and do 
that. 

SENATOR QUICK: Thank you. 
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Any other questions? 





(No response) 


VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: If not, thank you very much, 


(Whereuponthe witness was excused.) 


VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: Does anyone else have any statement 


they want to make? 


(No response) 


VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN: If not, our committee will stand 


adjourned, 
I thank everybody for coming, and we are very glad to have 


had all your testimony. 
(Whereupm the hearing was adjourned. ) 
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WRITTEN STATEMENT 


Senate Fact Finding Committee 
408 State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 
Honorable Committee Members: 
Contra Costa County is vitally interested in the proposed 
Bond Issue as described in Senate Bill 602. 
The Contra Costa County Park and Recreation Commission has 


endorsed the concept of the State Bond Proposal for the acquisition 


of additional lands for park purposes and also endorses the concept 


of a portion of these funds being used for development of existing 


and newly acquired State Parks. 

I wish to add my endorsemont, and support, to that of our 
County Park and Recreation Commission. I might add my opinion that 
an assured acceleration of the development program in State owned 
facilities will be met with enthusiasm by the public. Contra Costa 
County has recently completed a Bond Proposal for acquisition and 
development of a system of park and recreation facilities. This 
Bond Proposal has been formulated on the basis of two-thirds for 
acquisition and one-third for development. I find the residents of 
this area sympathetic to a major land acquisition program, but waning 
in enthusiasm unless assured that development funds will be available 
to put the areas in operation. 

I respectfully request that the State of California 
consider a major land acquisition program to enlarge Mt. Diablo 
State Park; a minor land acquisition program to enlarge Frank's 


Tract State Park; and, a greatly accelerated program of facility 
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development at Mt. Diablo, Frank's Tract and Angel Island State Parks, 
Respectfully submitted, 
(Signed) 
Duane Mattison, Park Director 
Contra Costa County 


WRITTEN STATEMENT 


State Fact Finding Committee on Natural Resources 
California Legislature 

J. Howard Williams, Chairman 

408 State Capitol 

Sacramento 14, California 


Re: Financing of a program for the acquisition and development 
of beach, park, recreation and historic sites 


Gentlemen: 

Please accept the following remarks for the record of the 
hearings on this important subject. I attended the Sacramento 
hearing on November 29, 1961. Time prevented the presentation of 
these remarks at that hearing. 

The conclusions expressed here represent my personal 
beliefs and those of this firm and are based upon my experience 
and study of recreation problems in Oalifornia as a professional 


consultant in this field. My qualification to speak is the result 


of daily professional contact with the problem of providing recreation 


and open space in California. 


The following assumptions and principles provide the 


framework for the conclusions in the presentation; 


1. The most critical need for recreation and open space 


is found adjacent to urban areas - Zone 2 - as described in the 





California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan; immediate action is 
necessary to prevent the problem to be compounded beyond solution. 

2. Local government should and must assume greater 
responsibilities for the provision of recreation and open space, 

3. The provision of parks, recreation areas, and certain 
historical sites and beaches in Zone 2, is primarily the responsibility 
of local governments singularly or in concert in order to be respon- 


sive and responsible to the user. 


4. The park and recreation needs to be met in Zone 3 
and 4 are primarily the responsibility of the State of California, 
as are historical or unique geological, archeological, botanical or 
zoological features having Statewide significance. 

5. The responsibilities of the Federal Government in 


providing for recreation within the State of California should be 


confined to Zone 4, to situations of National significance, and/or to 


land already in federal ownership. 


6. The role of private enterprise in the provision of 
recreation opportunities should be provided for and encouraged in 
primarily reimbursable forms of recreation; government responsibility 
at all levels should concentrate their attention and effort on non- 
reimbursable or "breakeven" forms of recreation. 

7. Recreation in Zone 1 is entirely the responsibility 
of local governments singularly or in concert except where the 
Situation is clearly one of statewide or nationwide significance, 

8. In recreation areas provided by all levels of govern- 


ment, facilities should be provided by the appropriate government 





agency only after efforts to encourage private development of 
facilities under general government control have been exhausted; all 
recreation areas requiring facilities for public use should initially 
be provided with at least minimum facilities. 

9. Local governments are willing to assume responsibili- 
ties for recreation in Zones 1 and 2; incentive programs of legisla- 
tive and financial assistance is necessary to and will encourage 
local participation and responsibility. (This conclusion is clearly 
illustrated by the eager reception given to the Small Craft Harbors 
Program, the Wildlife Conservation Board Program, and the new provi-~ 


sions under the 1961 Housing Act - the "Open Space" bill - for which 


applications are overwhelming. ) 


10. Local governments are generally receptive to partner- 
ship arrangements whereby certain facilities are provided by private 
investment under general public control. 


CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. State policy re: the expenditure of funds "for the 


acquisition and development of beach, park, recreation and historic 
sites" whether by a bond issue or by a bond issue-general appropria- 
tion financing program should be guided by the general assumptions, 
objectives and principles expressed herein, those in the California 


Public Outdoor Recreation Plan, and be a diversified and balanced 


program; financing policy should include: 


a) The acquisition of lands to meet needs and deficiencies 


according to criteria set up in the Galifornia Public Outdoor Recrea- 


tion Plan, 





b) The development of at least "minimum basic facilities" 
as described in the policy of the Bureau of Reclamation and applied 
to Federally owned reservoirs, 

c) A system of grants and loans to local governments for 
planning and acquisition of recreation opportunities but confined 
to a "regional" agency or "regional" agencies for application to 
Zone 2, 

d) The encouragement of state and/or statewide land 
use planning to coordinate recreational land use with all other 
land use and resource requirements, 

e) The encouragement by various methods of certain 
facilities development by private investment. 

2. To carry out this policy and program, any bond issue 
monies or companion monies to a bond issue should be applied generally 
as follows: 

a) 20 percent to Zone 2 for loans or grants for planning 
and acquisition by "regional" agencies as the responsible level of 
government (note: when combined with Federal programs, this would 
provide an excellent incentive program; it would relieve the State 
agency of up to 50 percent of its total program as described in the 
current State Park Plan =- that proportion which applies to Zone 2; 
this proposal assumes general catrols would be imposed by the State 


for a minimum standard result; funds should be allocated on an 


equitable basis to be held inviolate for use in the designated area.) 


b) 50 percent to Zone 3 for acquisitim, and development 


of at least minimum basic facilities; to apply to State Parks, 





Beaches, Recreation and Historic Sites 

c) 20 percent to Zone 4 for acquisition and minimum basic 
facilities development in cooperation with the Federal Government 

d) 10 percent for a Statewide park and resource planning, 
special grants, cooperative planning with local government, special 
areas and facilities of Statewide significance within Zones 1 and 2, 
emergencies and contingencies, 

3. The allocation of these proportionate parts to various 
geographic areas of the State be based on an analysis of need, 
opportunity and emergency, and be generally equitable. 

4, If a statewide bond issue is used entirely for acqui- 
sition, then commitments for the other parts of the balanced and 
diversified program should be made as a part of the over-all financing 
program (acquisition only as a commitment should not be considered in 


view of the inadequacy of such a limited program and the probable 


lack of voter support). 


5. Legislation permitting broadening, and encouraging 


the creatimof "regional agencies" should accompany a balanced and 


diversified financing program. 

Thank you for the opportunity of expressing my views. I 
urge you to consider these points seriously; I would be happy to 
elaborate any part of the program herein described at your request. 

Very truly yours, 


(Signed) 
Walter J. McCallun, 
Recreation Planner 


Distribution: 


15 State committee 
Addit. copies available upon request for general distribution. 





WRITTEN STATEMENT 


Senate Interim Committee on Natural Resources 


Room 1194 

State Building Annex 

455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 


Gentlemen: 
The Board of Directors of the Hayward Area Recreation and 
park District of Alameda County respectfully requests the Senate 


Interim Committee on Natural Resources to recommend that the people 


of California be given an opportunity to vote for a Bond Issue for the 


acquisition and development of urgently needed State Parks and recrea-= 
tional and historic sites, 

We believe if action is not taken by the State of California 
toward meeting the state park area and recreation needs within the 
next few years, these areas will be developed for other uses and 
lost forever for public park purposes, 

Under the new Department of Parks and Recreation, California 
has the effective leadership to assume an increasingly active role 
in meeting the park and recreation needs of our rapidly growing 
state. We believe this Department can lead a coordinated program 
designed to make the most efficient and fullest recreational use 
of our state's lands and waters, 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) 


Everet L. Gale 
General Manager 





Statement of the 
SAVE SAN FRANCISCO BAY ASSOCIATION 
presented before a hearing held by 
The Senate Fact Finding Oommittee on Natural Resources 
of the State of California 


San Francisco, Oalifornia 
December 13, 1961 


The Save San Francisco Bay Association is a very young 
organization, but the rapid growth of its membership (approaching 
several thousand) attests the broad public support of its objectives. 
Those objectives are to preserve open space and scenic values along 
the shores of San Francisco Bay and to provide for full realization 


of its recreational and inspirational potential through adequate and 


balanced planning. 


The scenic open space of San Francisco Bay, already seriously 


diminished by fills and construction, is destined for far greater loss. 


It can be saved only by dedication to and acquisition for public use. 


If land is to be acquired for public use it must be secured 
soon. Delay means either complete loss or, at the least, ever- 


increasing cost. 

Repeatedly the people of California have suffered irrevocable 
losses of possible park land because by the time purchase money became 
available the redwoods had been cut, beaches had been built on, or 
meadows had been subdivided. The price of what was left had increased 
so greatly that the funds ultimately provided would buy only a small 
fraction of what could have been acquired a few years earlier. 

This sorry process is still going on throughout the State, 


and is sure to continue until all potential park and recreation lands 





are gone unless funds can be provided for early acquisition. 

The Save San Francisco Bay Association therefore strongly 
supports the proposal for a bond issue for the acquisition and develop- 
ment of beaches, parks and recreational and historic sites. The Asso- 
ciation urges, further, that emphasis be on early acquisition of such 


sites, rather than on early development of sites already acquired. 


WRITTEN STATEMENT 
State Senate Fact Finding Committee 
Room 1194 
State Building Annex 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 
Gentlemen: 

I wish to go on record as favoring the designation of 
a regional open space system for the nine county San Francisco Bay 
Region, to be followed by programmed acquisition and development. 

A fund should be established which might be on the 
conservative side to begin with. A degree of local participation is 
believed to be desirable, the extent of which could vary with the 
type of facility and its user groups. 

The Bay Region already has a regional plan of land use and 
circulation for the year 1970; this plan was prepared as the planning 


base for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Commission's study 


of transit needs. Although the Plan has an urban bias, it maps a 


regional system of open lands consisting of agriculture, regional 


recreation, permanent open land and cemeteries. 


Even though the Plan was formulated in 1956 few major 





changes have occurred which affect the open space proposals, It 


constitutes a logical point of departure for a new plan and progran. 
Sincerely, 


ROBERT CORNISH ASSOCIATES 
City and Regional Planners 


(Signed) Robert Oornish 





